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1. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

The proposed nerger of the |largest and dom nant regi onal
Bel | operating conmpany (RBOC), AT&T, and Bel | Sout h, anot her of
the remaining RBOCs w Il contribute to the ongoing
consol i dati on observed in tel ecommuni cations markets in the
U.S. and have profoundly anticonpetitive effects across the
full range of product and geographic markets touched by the
merging parties. To mask this obvious potential for harmto
the public interest, the nmerging parties have provided the
Comm ssion with a nountain of rhetoric, but not even a nolehill
of specific product and geographic market data with which to
anal yze the inpact of the nmergers. |If not rejected or
dramatically altered, this nmerger will further regress the
mar ketpl ace to a world nore akin to deregul ated nonopoly, one
where conpetitive forces are held at bay by a dom nant firm

Seven years ago, in analyzing the [ast major nmerger wave
in the local telephone industry, CFA et al. urged the
Comm ssion to consider the overall harmto industry structure.
These concerns were reiterated wth the nerger-wave of 2005,
whi ch has now resulted in SBC and Veri zon each absorbi ng one of
their major conpetitors. |In stating opposition to the SBC

Anmeritech nmerger, and chastising the Conm ssion for approving



the Bell Atlantic Nynex nmerger, CFA, et al., denonstrated the

fol | ow ng.

These nmergers would result in a market structure that
is sinply too concentrated to support effective
conpetition. For the purposes of this discussion, we
i ncl ude an anal ysis of the independent and conbi ned
effects of the two nega-nergers. There are two
reasons we di scuss both nergers.

First, the nation will be deeply affected by each
merger. Second, it is also critical for regulators
at the federal and state levels to begin to take a
conprehensi ve view of the energing structure of the
t el ecomuni cations industry. The continuation of a
deal - by-deal , pieceneal vieww || allow the industry
to slip into a thoroughly anticonpetitive structure
wi th no overarchi ng consideration of the cunul ative
ef fect of individual deals on the prospect for
conpetition.

I n presenting our opposition to the SBC AT&T and
Verizon- MCI nergers we stated:

The Comm ssion sinply cannot | ook back on the carnage
of the past six years and conclude that its decision
to allow a handful of incunbents to dom nate the

| ocal tel ecommuni cations market has served the public
interest. Not only have we suffered through a wave
of bankruptcies and scandal s that destroyed billions,
if not trillions of dollars of equity, but the

pi eceneal approval of nergers and the failure to
enforce market opening and network access policies
enact ed by Congress has allowed the industry
structure to devolve into what Business Wek called a
“cozy duopoly.”?! This “cozy duopoly” has failed to
serve the nost fundanental public interest objective
of the Communi cations Act.

Now, with the ink barely dry on the approval of the SBC

AT&T and Veri zon/ MCl nergers, we see the “next |ogical step”



fromthe point of view of these dom nant firnms, a new assault
on conpetition. However, as will be discussed bel ow, the
i npact of the AT&T-Bell South nerger extends beyond the CLEC
mar ket that was the focus of the SBC- AT&T and Verizon M
mergers. This latest consolidation will create the nation’s
| ar gest provider of broadband Internet access facilities, and a
new target at which AT&T will take aimw th the goal of the
elimnation of conpetition—the Internet. Wile the Internet
today provides a limted threat to AT&T from “over-the-top”
Voi ce Over Internet Protocol (VO P) providers, a nore pressing
threat, in the view of AT&T, is enmerging from “over-the-top”
alternative providers of video services that rely on the
Internet and who threaten to conpete with AT&T s video delivery
plans. Thus, if the Comm ssion does not take appropriate
action, by either denying this nmerger, or placing stringent
enforceabl e conditions on the nerger, it can |ook forward to a
full-scale attack on conpetition and innovation in markets for
I nternet content, services, and applications.

In a 2005 interview, the CEO of the new AT&T, Edward
Wi tacre responded as follows to the question “How concerned
are you about Internet upstarts |like Google (GOOG, NMSN

Vonage, and ot hers?”



How do you think they' re going to get to custoners?
Through a broadband pi pe. Cabl e conpani es have t hem
We have them Now what they would like to do is use
nmy pipes free, but I ain't going to let them do that
because we have spent this capital and we have to
have a return on it. So there’'s going to have to be
sone nechani sm for these people who use these pipes
to pay for the portion they' re using. Wiy shoul d they
be all owed to use ny pipes??

O her owners of broadband last-mle facilities, such as
Bel | Sout h, Verizon, and Contast have expressed simlar
sentiments.® Thus, the prospect for AT&T, which owns broadband
access networks and Internet backbone facilities, to
di scrim nate against the providers of Internet content and
services, and to favor content and services provided by AT&T
t he broadband provider (or its affiliates or strategic
partners) is very real. Such an occurrence would result in the
potential for AT&T to |everage their market power into the
previously conpetitive markets for Internet content and

appl i cations.

Fa Lure To Provore THE PusLic | NTEREST

The nerger of AT&T and Bell South will do nothing to
underm ne the grow ng market dom nance exhi bited by AT&T,
rather, it will further cenment AT&T s position as a dom nant

| ocal and | ong di stance provider, and an energi ng dom nant firm



in the Internet access market. Conpetitive benefits for
consuners are entirely | acking.

The Comm ssion nust recogni ze that sinply rubber-stanping
what ever consol i dations cone down the path ultimately has an
i npact on econom ¢ devel opnent and technol ogi cal progress in
the U S. Hopefully, the Comm ssion can renmenber the benefits
that consuners realized due to the introduction of conpetition
in tel econmuni cati ons markets, beginning with the advent of
private mcrowave in the late 1950s and cul mnating wth the
divestiture of the Bell system and the pro-conpetitive
provi sions of the Tel econmuni cati ons Act of 1996. Now, we see
the Bell systemreformng, with the cold confort provided by
reassurances of “internodal conpetition.” However, as will be
di scussed in detail below, the prospects of internodal
conpetition do not appear promsing at this tine precisely
because of the market advantages that are being cultivated by
domnant firns |ike AT&T and Veri zon.

The conpetitive advantages these firns are gaining, which
are clearly discussed in the joint applicants’ Public Interest
Showi ng, indicate that the wave of exit and retrenching
resulting fromthe elimnation of UNE-P is likely to continue

or accelerate, and that conpetition in the nmarket for |nternet



content and services is comng under siege. The RBOCs and
cabl e conpani es have al ready begun to rattle the sabers of
di scrimnation and exclusion with regard to Internet markets
that face a growi ng choke-point in the formof privately held
| ast-m | e broadband facilities that are free of common carrier
obl i gati ons.

The Comm ssion has | et nonopoly market forces guide
t el ecomruni cations policy. As a result of this lack of
anal ysis and direction, real consequences are energing. The
US is nowfalling further behind in areas of broadband
penetration, and is risking further harns to Internet
devel opnent by entertaining the abandonnent of network
neutrality principles. The nost recent statistics fromthe
OECD show the U. S. ranked 16'" anbng the top 20 economies wth
regard to broadband provision (see Exhibit 1).

The failure of the cozy duopoly to provide affordable
br oadband service is at the core of the decline of Arerica from
third in broadband penetration in 2000 to 16th in the world.
The culprit for the digital divide is not popul ation density or
spendt hrift governnment subsidies; rather, it is the | ack of
conpetition and the abuse of vertical market power. Wth

| aggi ng broadband penetration, innovation in the applications



EXHIBIT 1:

Broadbxand penetration by technology, top 20 economies
waorldwide, Decemb-ear 20005
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| ayer and the services that use the physical connection has
gone abroad. Jobs follow the exit of innovation.* The
preci pitous decline in | eadership has been widely noted in
wel | -respected rankings, as recently reported in the Harvard
Busi ness Review. Harvard Busi ness School’s M chael Porter, for
instance, ranked the United States as the world s nost
conpetitive nation in his initial 1995 d obal Innovation | ndex.
According to Porter’s projections, by 2005, the U S. wll have
tunbl ed to sixth anmong the 17 nmenber countries of the
Organi zation for Econom c Co-operation and Devel opnent ( OECD)
trailing (in order) Japan, Finland, Swtzerland, Denmark, and
Sweden. The 2004 d obalization Index devel oped by A T. Kearney
and published in Foreign Policy ranks the United States seventh
behind Irel and, Singapore, Switzerl and, the Netherl ands,
Fi nl and, and Canada.® There are obvi ously nmany causes of this
decline, but it is interesting to note that eight of the nine
countries ranking ahead of the U S. in this |ist have higher
| evel s of penetration of broadband than the U S

Furt hernore, broadband growth in the residential market is
showi ng a pronounced cooling trend, as is denonstrated in FCC s
own data, shown bel ow, which shows a definite flattening of

growh rates in recent periods (see Exhibit 2).



Exhibit 2: Residential High-Speed
Lines and Growth Rate, 2000- 2005

Residential | Growth
High Speed
Lines

2000 June 3,163,666

December| 5,170,371 49 _.12%

2001 June 7,812,375 41.28%

December| 11,005,396 34.27%

2002 June 13,984,287 23.95%

December| 17,356,912 21.61%

2003 June 20,645,769 17 .35%

December| 25,976,850 22_.97%

2004 June 30,088,091 14.69%

December| 35,266,281 15.88%

2005 June 38,515,303 8.81%
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I11. THE CURRENT STATE OF COVPETI Tl ON

The basic dynami cs of a conpetitive marketplace are clear
in theory. Wen conpani es vigorously conpete agai nst one
anot her, they have incentives to beat the conpetition through
| oner prices and are driven to nake the investnents necessary
to inprove quality or devel op new services. The market forces
firms to invest and price aggressively, for fear of falling
behi nd. Vigorous conpetition ensures that we all pay fair
prices for the goods and services we enjoy.

Unfortunately, the tel ecomunications marketplace is
anyt hing but conpetitive. Rather than conpeting with one
anot her for each custoner, the tel ecom giants got bigger by
merging with one another, resulting in |l ess conpetition. As
t hese |l arge conpanies acquired a |larger and | arger footprint,
it becane harder and harder for new entrants to gain a toehold
in the market, a fact repeatedly pointed out by joint
applicants with regard to Bell South’s increasing difficultly in
surviving as an independent entity.® The difficulty in
entering and conpeting with an ILEC is anply denonstrated by
the lack of out-of-region activity by SBC, prior to its nerger
w th AT&T, and by Bell South. Joint applicants admt that only

“l'imted success” can be achieved as a narket entrant, and thus
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have stuck to operations within their respective service
areas.’” Today, the result is a concentrated narket that is far
fromthe econom c vision of vigorous conpetition. And the
proposed AT&T-Bel |l South nmerger, if approved, will only raise
additional entry barriers, and defeat the intention of the

Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996.

WRELI NE SERVI CES

Conpeting | ocal exchange carriers or CLECs were supposed
to bring conpetition to the marketpl ace after passage of the
1996 Act. But SBC, Bell South, and Verizon litigated, stym ed,
and strangled | ocal voice conpetition until it has al nost
conpletely wwthered. As a result, the CLECs that were supposed
to offer so much conpetition to the domnating Bells are dying
in droves. Born as |ocal nonopolies, the Bell conpanies have
remai ned anti-conpetitive to the core. Once the 1996 Act was
signed into law, the Bell conpanies imediately set out to bul k
up their | ocal nonopolies into regional nonopolies through
mergers and acquisitions. In the end, they never conpeted in
one another’s regions as envisioned by Congress, and they never
fulfilled the prom ses they nmade during their pervious nergers.

This will only get worse if this nerger is approved.
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The CLEC neltdown, followi ng by the elimnation of UNE-P,
has led to a substantial reduction in consuner choice and
conpetitive pressure on the incunbent nonopolies. Gven the
dem se of the CLEC sector as a price-constraining source of
conpetition, incunbents such as AT&T and Bel | Sout h poi nt
instead to “internodal” conpetition. As will be discussed in
nore detail below, internodal conpetition still shows |limted
potential, with alternatives such as wirel ess providing an
inferior and nore costly alternative to wireline services and
one that is, in significant part, not independent of the
domnant wireline firns. Over-the-top VolP service, which is
only available to the mnority of U S. households that have a
br oadband connection is plagued by quality problens and ot her

limtations.

Long D stance

AT&T and Veri zon have run a brutal bait-and-switch gane
with long distance service. After having been allowed to re-
enter the | ong-distance market because policymakers determ ned
| ocal markets were open — a finding that was overwhel m ngly
based on the availability of UNE-Ps — they then | aunched a

vi gorous canpaign to elimnate the availability of UNE-Ps. SBC
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and Verizon's ganbit was a success and, as expected, the
conpetition is drying up. As will be discussed further bel ow,
the nerger will result in AT&T establishing an overwhel m ng
mar ket position for wireline | ong distance services in

Bel | Sout h’ s region.

| NTERVMODAL ALTERNATI VES

In its discussion of future conpetitive prospects when
approvi ng the SBC- AT&T nerger, the Conm ssion repeatedly
pointed to “internodal” conpetition as providing the
“significant” conpetitive force in the future.® To date, this
expectation still has not been realized. According to the
FCC s nost recent data, about 5% of all last-mle facilities
used to provide voice services are provided over CLEC owned
facilities.® Cable conpanies generally do not market voice
services outside of a bundle of services, and may not even push
voi ce services for custoners who don’t al so take high-speed
I nternet service, and/or a bundl e of video programi ng.
Joint applicants admt that cable operators target high-end
custoners who are willing to purchase a bundl e of voice and
video services. As is noted by the joint applicants,

situations were nultiple wireline facilities are present, such
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as those markets where cabl e overbuil ders exist, are
negligible, with only two percent (2% of communities having

cabl e overbuil ds. *?

Va ce Over | NTERNET Protocol (Vo p)

AT&T and Bel | South point to new technol ogi es, such as
“over-the-top” VolP as the source of the supposedly high Ievel
of conpetition, but these are actually quite limted. G ven
that approximately 60 percent of U S. households don’t have
br oadband service and, therefore, cannot take advantage of VolP
calling, VolP is not yet an effective conpetitor to the
traditional wired phone service.® And Vol P has ot her
probl ens. Vol P does not have reliable 911 service. It does not
wor k when the power goes out. Even worse, |ocal telephone
conpani es have bl ocked access from Vol P provi ders'* and cabl e
conpani es plan to discrimnate agai nst “over-the-top” VAOP.

These problens with Vol P have resulted in custoner
di ssatisfaction, with a recent survey showi ng that consuners of
over-the-top VolP to be nmuch less satisfied wwth the service
t han custoners who purchase VolP froma facilities-based cable
operator. Simlarly, the business case for over-the-top Vol P

providers is called into question by the recent Vonage | PO
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which reflects the lack of investor confidence in the over-the-
top Vol P nodel, as facilities-based providers ranp-up their
Vol P of ferings. Vonage's operating results are shaky.
Vonage reports in an April 2006 Securities and Exchange
Comm ssion filing a nonthly customer churn of 2.11% and
mar keti ng costs of custonmer acquisition of $210 per custoner.
Thus, Vonage is spending about $7 mllion per nonth to repl ace
custonmers who churn. These custoner-churn costs consune the
equi val ent of the nonthly revenues from 255, 000 Vonage
custoners (16% of Vonage's total custoner base) on the
repl acenent of the 33,000 Vonage custoners who churn each
nmont h. Whet her such a business nodel is sustainable in the
long run is questionable. 8

Maki ng matters worse, AT&T and Bel | South al so have used an
anti-conpetitive bundling tactic to ensure that Vol P can never
effectively conpete with their basic |ocal voice services.
Enabl ed by the Comm ssion’s 2005 ruling, Bell South need not
sell a consuner DSL on a stand-al one basis, what is known as
“naked” DSL.'® Bell South forces consunmers to buy their voice
service in order to get a DSL line. So a consuner who wants to
buy Vol P froma conpetitor has to pay for |ocal service tw ce.

The Comm ssion required that both the new AT&T and Veri zon
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provi de ADSL service w thout bundled “circuit sw tched

voi ce,”2 which was a step in the right direction. However,
this condition does not preclude either conpany from bundling
its own over-the-top Vol P product with ADSL, which would have

the sane inpact as the bundling of circuit sw tched service.

W RELESS

Wth regard to wirel ess services, while cord-cutting
activity may appeal to those who are younger and have | ower
i ncones, ? there is no question that |LECs who control wireless
assets, |ike AT&T, are taking aggressive actions with regard to
integration of wireless and wreline services. For exanple,
G ngul ar has introduced products, such as M nuteShare and
Fast Forward, which are designed to integrate their wreless
customers’ usage with their |ocal telephone service.? These
integration efforts are already bearing fruit for those
provi ders who offer wireline and wirel ess services and have the
ability to integrate them According to recent analysis, cord
cutting anong wireless users is nost prevalent with T-Mbile, a
Wi rel ess-only provider.?

However, joint applicants indicate that an intensive

effort is being undertaken which will |ead to a nmuch deeper
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integration of wireline and wirel ess services.? Joint
applicants indicate that service integration, not service
bundling is the winning strategy for the future,? and the
merger will place the resulting conpany in a unique position
with regard to its ability to integrate wireless and wireline
voi ce, data, and video services. The joint applicants envision
the “shared bucket of m nutes” extending to all voice, video,
and data services supplied across AT&T' s delivery platform 2¢
This integration certainly will alter the dynam c behind the
Comm ssion’s vision of internodal conpetition, as provision of
i ntegrated services which cross wireless and wireline delivery
platforns will have a profound inpact on cord-cutting
activities.

Even if one ignores the efforts of firms like AT&T to
integrate wireline and wirel ess services, there are market and
cultural barriers to replacing a wreline phone with wreless.
Wrel ess tel ephone plans bill for usage for both incom ng and
outgoing calls. Wreless plans may offer “buckets” of m nutes
that can be used at any tine, however, exceeding one’'s limt
may result in charges as nuch as $0.45 per mnute.? Consuner
aversion to neasured local calling is one barrier to the

outright replacenent of a wireline telephone with a wreless
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phone. Second, w reless tel ephones do not provide a reasonabl e
means for Internet access. This point is discussed in nore
detail below. Third, for a famly to replace a wreline

tel ephone with a wireless alternative, nultiple wreless

t el ephones will be required. This would replace the current
single main nunber for reaching a residence with nultiple
nunbers. Even with nunber portability, a main household nunber
woul d require mai ntenance of a separate w rel ess phone for that
pur pose.

The ergonom cs of wirel ess phones are not suitable for al
portions of the population. Wreless tel ephones are difficult
to hold conpared to |arger, nore ergonom cally designed
t el ephone sets available for wireline networks. 22 |n addition,
W rel ess handsets present keypads which are often nore
difficult to see and use. These factors may be highly
significant for portions of the popul ation, such as the
el derly, or those with physical disabilities.

Use of a wireline phone is necessary for a variety of
conpl enentary technol ogi es. For exanple, hone security
conpanies frequently require a wireline phone to operate, as do
satellite television systens, and digital video recorders.

Wrel ess phones do not provide a reasonable neans to send or
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receive a fax. The ability to access banking and fi nanci al
records without a wireline phone may be limted. Even the
ability to order a pizza may be hindered by the absence of a
wireline phone.?® Finally, wreless tel ephones may not be E911
conpati ble, which may be a significant consideration when
considering the prospect of abandoning a wireline phone for

W rel ess.

Wrel ess phones provide an inferior and nore costly neans
to access the Internet. It is technically possible to use a
wi rel ess phone to provide dial-up Internet access. Absent the
purchase of a nore costly wireless data plan, data transfer
speeds are much | ower than DSL and nmuch nore expensive to boot.
The | ow data speeds woul d have an unfavorabl e i npact on nmany
I nternet applications, such as Wrld Wde Wb applications—ot
to nmention the use of costly wireless m nutes.

Several wireless carriers are offering high-speed wreless
data plans at nonthly prices in the $60-$80 per nonth range for
“unlimted’” use. These rates are in addition to any applicable
purchase price for a PC data card. These high speed data
services are advertised as providing data throughput averagi ng
400- 700 kbps, but the service is asymetrical, wth upl oad

speeds typically on the order of 100 kbps or less. These
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W reless data services currently provide |imted coverage,
principally within major netropolitan areas and airports. Thus,
these wirel ess data services, despite the advantage of nobility
within limted coverage areas, are both nore expensive and | ess
capabl e than typical wi red broadband services. %

Finally, for all of the bluster regarding wreless
conpetition contained in the Public Interest Show ng and ot her
supporting docunents filed by the joint applicants, they sinply
ignore the fact that G ngular Wreless is the nation’ s | argest
cell phone conpany, and thus has little incentive to conpete
with either AT&T's or Bell South’s wireline affiliates.

The applicants present Wall Street (Deutsche Bank)
projections that purport to show a substantial erosion of |ILEC
mar ket share in the |ocal connectivity market (traditional
wreline, wireless and “over the top” VO P) between 2006 and
2012 (see Exhibit 3).3%  The Deutsche Bank report indicates
that 15% of users will be “wireless only” by the end of 2006,
which is an aggressive projection.?® However, the Deutsche
Bank analysis is not relevant to the nerger of AT&T and
Bel | South (or the market position of other ILECs), because it
conpletely ignores the dom nant position of the nmerging parties

as in-region wireless providers, which is a serious oversight.
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Exhibit 3: Concentration Of Local Connectivity Markets

CONNECTIVITY SHARE (%) 2006 | 2012
Wireless Only 15 21
Cable Telephony 8 21
Over-the-top VOIP 3 6
Other 8 3
Traditional Wireline 67 50
HHI Ignoring in-Region Wireless 4851 | 3427
HHI Including in- Region Wireless 5687 | 4268
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Using the Deutsche Bank information provided by the joint
applicants and the HHI iIndex, which iIs a measure of market
concentration used in the DOJ/FTC merger guidelines, the
Deutsche Bank data shows that the market for local connectivity
in 2006 i1s highly concentrated whether or not one accounts for
ILEC control of wireless assets. However, the impact of
properly accounting for wireless market data shown in the
Deutsche Bank analysis results in a substantial increase in
market power as measured by the HHI. The Merger Guidelines
define a market as highly concentrated it the HHI exceeds 1800
and any merger in such a market that increases concentration by
more than 50 points is a source of concern.® Assuming that the
In-region market share of the wireless customers i1s 50% for the
incumbent LEC, which is a very conservative assumption, the
Deutsche Bank data shows an ILEC HHI of just under 5700.3%

Thus, the Deutsche Bank data implies that divestiture of the
ILEC”s wireless business would lower the HHI index iIn the
market for local connectivity by over 800 points. This would
be a substantial improvement in the competitive landscape,
although the market would still be highly concentrated.

The tightening hold of the telephone-cable duopoly on the

local connectivity market is quite clear in these projections.
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| f our conservative assunption of a 50%in region market share
for the incunbent’s wireless business is applied to the

Deut sche Bank market projection for 2012, then the duopoly of
cabl e and tel ephone conpani es as the dom nant providers of

| ocal connectivity remai ns unchanged over the projection
period. According to the Deutsche Bank projection, in 2006, the
i ncunbent wireline/wireless and cabl e operators account for
82.5 percent of the market. 1In 2012, they account for 81.5
percent . %

This |l eads us to the aspect of w rel ess comruni cations
that comes into play in this nerger.* Bell South hol ds
substantial, in region |icenses and usage rights in the 2.3 to
2.69 GHz band nust be considered anong the spectrum bands on
whi ch nobil e broadband services can be offered. W realize
that the FCC has not typically considered these bands as part
of the wireless spectrumit considers when it eval uates the
spectruman entity holds in a market. However, changes in
technol ogy and regul ati on mandate that these ranges of spectrum
be considered along with cellular, personal conmunications
service (“PCS’), specialized nobile radio (“SMR’) as broadband
w rel ess spectrum The Conmm ssion itself has recognized that

there will soon be a convergence of the types of services to be
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of fered on PCS, cellular, and 2.5 GHz spectrum?3 In all of

t hese bands, the next generation of offerings wll enphasize
br oadband anywhere, and nobility will be possible in the 2.5
GHz band within the foreseeable future.3® The control of this
spectrum by a post-nerger AT&T would dimnish the possibility
for conpetition both for conpetition in the wreless and

br oadband nar ket s.
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V. COWPETI TI ON THROUGH THE LOCKI NG GLASS OF THE APPLI CANTS
PUBLI C | NTEREST SHOW NG

The supporting materials filed by the joint applicants are
quick to point out that the nerger will do “no conpetitive
harm "3 However, it is clear frominformation supplied in the
filing that conpetitive harmw | arise, especially in mass-
mar ket voice services. These conpetitive harns wll be
di scussed in detail below. However, the real irony of the
Public Interest Showing is the juxtaposition of the snowbal ling
conpetitive advantages that will accrue to AT&T as a result of
the nmerger with the di mnishing conpetitive environnment that
joint applicants attenpt to put the best face on.

The Public Interest Show ng supplied by AT&T and Bel | Sout h
identify the substantial strategic and nmarket advantages that
the merger will bestow on the nmerged conpanies. According to
the applicants, “the nmerger will enable the creation of a
single IP Miltinmedia Subsystens (I MS) network.”4 The nerger
w Il “enable the conbined conpany to integrate C ngul ar
offerings in ways that are not possible with G ngul ar subject
to joint ownership and control.”* The conbination of AT&T and
Bell South will *“enable AT&T, Bell South and G ngular to

consol i date separate ordering and provi sioning systens and
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obvi ate the need for AT&T and Bel | South custoners to be
transferred back and forth to Cngular to activate their

wirel ess service.”* The nmerger will generate substantia

scal e economi es for the conbi ned conpani es.* The results of
the prior consolidation of the | egacy AT&T and SBC are
resulting in cost savings and consolidation benefits that are
exceeding initial estinmates, both with regard to the nmagnitude
and timng.* The nerger will elimnate the need for Bell South
to construct two “super hub” facilities associated with the
delivery of |PTV services.*

AT&T and Bel | South point to the benefits of IP Miltinedia
Subsystens (IMS) arising fromthe nerger. This technol ogica
upgrade will enable the delivery of video content to three
screens—PC, television, and nobile device.* Gven the
difficulties which the joint applicants allege with control
over the technol ogy platforns absent the nerger, it is clear
that the resulting consolidation will place AT&T in a uni que
position in the marketplace, with conplete control over
w rel ess operations, Internet access facilities, and the IP
television platform Furthernore, the “nmerged firmwould
expect to be a nore attractive partner to content providers and

be able to obtain nore favorable terns in the future as a
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result of offering content owners a |arger potential custoner
base with greater geographic reach. Pursuing content
acquisition in conbination with G ngular also may inprove the
nerged firm s negotiating position.”* These benefits of this
consolidation will not be available to the few remai ni ng CLEC
conpetitors who AT&T faces in its service area, and wll be
nore difficult for AT&T s cable conpetitors to achieve. The
net result is a substantial conpetitive advantage for AT&T,
while a lack of conpetitive pressures to pass efficiency gains
t hrough neans consuners do not benefit.

The Public Interest Show ng describes a Bell South that is,
according to the joint applicants, strategically di sadvant aged
in the marketplace.*® Joint applicants claimthat Bell South
cannot conpete effectively in the enterprise market.* The
difficulties in establishing I PTV have di scouraged Bel | Sout h
fromtaking the steps needed to offer these services, and
Bel | South has told the Comm ssion that it is only still
assessing the prospects of IPTV.%® [|f a firmthe size of
Bel | South is at a conpetitive di sadvantage as a result of these
shortcom ngs, then the CLECs who joint applicants identify nust
be margi nal market operatives, not the “vigorous and varied”>!

conpetitors discussed in the Public Interest Show ng.
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The joint applicants also point to advantages that they
all ege are uniquely associated with their rivals’ capabilities
in the marketplace, such as the joint venture between Sprint-
Next el and several cable operators. However, the Public
| nt erest Show ng, when di scussing nearly identical market or
t echnol ogi cal arrangenents that exist for Bell South and AT&T,
descri bes these sane market or technol ogi cal arrangenents as
i nsur nount abl e obstacles. For exanple, joint applicants | anment
the limtations that result fromthe current joint venture

associated wth C ngul ar:

Because of the rapidly changi ng environnment in which
G ngul ar nust operate, the challenges inherent in any
joint venture have becone increasingly nore prom nent
in the managenent and strategic focus of G ngul ar.
These challenges will only becone nore significant
and conplex with the increasing convergence of
wireless and wireline tel econmuni cati ons services.

By unifying G ngular’s ownership and nanagenent, the
conbi ned conpany will be nuch nore efficient and
effective in providing new services that will benefit
consurmers. *2

AT&T decl arant Kahan states when di scussing the

di sadvant ages of the current C ngular joint venture:

Because of shared ownership, we have had to spend
extra tinme working through issues such as: Were is
the custonmer information | ocated? Wo is responsible
for updating and mai ntaining that data? Can/should

G ngul ar offer fixed voice services? Can/should the
parents offer wireless service as a part of converged
services? WII| the greater network investnent be
made by Ci ngul ar or the parents?
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Wil e the three conpani es could eventually resolve
t hese issues, the fact that three conpani es nust
agree has sl owed deci sion-making on this project.?®

This sentinment is further reinforced in Carlton and
Sider’s declaration where they cite to academ c research on

this subject:

VWi le joint ventures can have efficiency enhancing
effects, a variety of studies have noted that

di vergent interests in joint ventures conmonly create
conflict and other organizational inefficiencies.

For exanpl e:

Since the interests of parent firnms do not fully
overlap and are often in conflict, JV managers live a
precari ous existence, trying to represent the
interests of their respective parent firns while
attenpting to nake the conplex relationship of a JV
wor k. 54

Thus, joint applicants indicate that when it cones to
their operations, a joint venture is inefficient and |imting.
However, when it cones to joint ventures which m ght be pursued
by their rivals, joint applicants point to an entirely
different interpretation, i.e., joint ventures |lead to no
difficulties and enabl e seanl ess and efficient pursuit of

managenent obj ectives:

Cabl e conpetition will further intensify as a result
of the recently announced joint venture involving
Sprint Nextel, Contast, Tinme Warner Cable and Advance
Newhouse that ainms to provide access “to the nost
advanced i ntegrated entertai nnent, conmuni cations and
wi rel ess products avail abl e anywhere in the United
States.” The joint venture will be able to offer the
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“quadrupl e play” of video, wreless voice and dat a,
hi gh speed Internet and wireline voice service to the
75 mllion honmes passed by the cabl e conpanies. %

Thus, the Comm ssion is expected to believe that, on one
hand, a closely held joint venture with the two controlling
firms (AT&T and Bel | Sout h) hol di ng equal representation on the
joint venture' s board cannot effectively manage the depl oynent
and marketing of technol ogies which will enable the further
integration of wireless and wreline voice, data, and video
services. On the other hand, the Conm ssion is asked to
believe that a | oosely knit joint venture, which is not even
characterized by ownership interest, wll be able to acconplish
what AT&T and Bel | South say that they cannot do absent the
ner ger.

Li kew se, joint applicants benpan the market di sadvantages
accruing to Bell South, due to its lack of control over the
physical facilities needed to provide out-of-region data

servi ces:

I n October 2005, Bell South entered into a simlar

i nter-networking agreement with Sprint that allows
Bel | South to offer certain |IP data services to the
out-of-region |ocations of its custoners using
Sprint’s MPLS network . . .. \Wholesaling arrangenents
of this type do not provide seam ess connectivity and
thus do not offer an effective neans of conpeting for
the mssion-critical data applications of national
cust omers. °¢
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However, when it comes to the position which CLECs, which
must rely on Bell South’s whol esal e services, an entirely

di fferent perspective is presented:

Bel | South al so conpetes with many wireline carriers

t hat use unbundl ed network el enents or commercially
negoti ated substitutes therefor. For exanple, a
nunber of carriers use negotiated UNE-P repl acenent
arrangenments; M (Verizon), for one, continues to
advertise its “Nei ghborhood” calling plans in the
Bel | South region, and MCl is still one of the | argest
takers of Bell South’s nmass-nmarket customners. ®

Joint applicants’ can’t have it both ways. It is unlikely
that the joint venture between Sprint-Nextel and nultiple cable
operators will “conme off without a hitch,” as inplied by joint
applicants’ interpretation. Simlarly, if the wholesale route
is less than optinmal for Bell South, there is no reason to
expect that joint applicants’ rivals view the use of whol esal e
facilities as anything nore than a necessary evil. Finally, it
is also interesting to note that joint applicants’ assessnent
of the activities of Ml within Bell South’s service area
contradi ct the Comm ssion’s assessnent of the future rol e of
MCl in the mass market. In the Verizon-MI Merger Order, the

Conmi ssi on st at ed:

Regardl ess of what role MZ played in the past, we
conclude it no longer is, and is unlikely to becone,
a significant provider (or potential provider) of

| ocal service, long distance service, or bundl ed

| ocal and | ong di stance service to nmass narket
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consuners given the significant reduction inits

mar keti ng and consuner operations, and its declining
mass mar ket custonmer base. The record indicates that
MCI determ ned that it would be uneconom cal to
continue its original nmass-market strategy. W
reject as speculative and unrealistic conmenters’
suggestion that MCl could easily reverse its current
mar ket position. The record denonstrates that M
has i npl enented steps to de-enphasi ze its nmass- mar ket
operations, and there is no indication that, absent
the nerger, MC would reverse this decision. Because
MCI has shifted its focus away fromthe mass narket,
it is no longer a significant participant in this

mar ket or uniquely positioned to offer mass-nmarket
services. ®®

Thus, according to joint applicants, the Conm ssion was
dead wong in its assessnent of the future prospects of MI.
The fact that MCl is continuing its operations outside of the
Verizon region indicates that this action could have just as
easi |y been pursued by an independent M inside of Verizon's
region. The end result is that the Verizon-MZ nerger did in
fact lead to a substantial reduction in CLEC activity in
Verizon's service area. As will be discussed below, the
Comm ssion should not fall into the “fool ne twice” trap with
regard to the inpact of the AT&T-Bell South nmerger, as AT&T' s
out -of -regi on CLEC activities should not be conceded by the
Comm ssion to the horizontal consolidation resulting fromthe

AT&T- Bel | Sout h nerger.
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Ja Nt AppLI cants' ConTRADI CTORY Take o Vol P

As was di scussed above, over-the-top Vol P services do not
of fer a reasonable substitute for circuit-swi tched services for
nost consuners. However, the Comm ssion should carefully
consider the inpact of this nmerger on the over-the-top Vol P
mar ket, as joint applicants nmake contradi ctory clains regarding
the nerger’s inpact on the VolP market in Bell South’s service
area. Joint applicants indicate that the nmerger will not harm
conpetition in the VolP market.® Joint applicants state that
AT&T' s Cal | Vant age service has only 80,000 custoners
nati onwi de, and 14,000 custoners in the Bell South region.?®°
Gowmh rates for AT&T' s Call Vant age are downpl ayed. ®* Joi nt
applicants also indicate, at one point, that “AT&T has no
relevant facilities or current capability that would provide
significant advantages relative to the many ot her over-the-top
Vol P providers in the market.”® However, statenents nmade
el sewhere in the application materials rai se questions
regardi ng these statenents. For exanple, it is el sewhere
reveal ed that the custonmer growh rate for AT&T s Vol P servi ce,
Cal | Vant age, was 100% in the |ast year.® AT&T decl arant Kahan
i ndi cates that the conpany has in fact been pronoting its

Cal | Vant age product.® AT&T declarants Rice indicates that
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Cal |l Vantage will soon have capabilities that will give the

servi ce uni que advantages in the marketpl ace:

In the consumer space, the financial resources of the
| egacy SBC busi ness are being made avail able to

i ncrease the capacity of the AT&T Call Vantage
platform W are investing to increase the nunber of
consuners that platformcan support, and to make it
IMS (IP Multi-nmedia Subsystem) conpliant. IMS is the
architecture that is being utilized in our Project

Li ght speed broadband network, as descri bed bel ow, and
building it into the AT&T Call Vantage platformwl|
allow that platformto support new features and
functionality.®

In the SBC- AT&T nerger order, the Conmm ssion indicated
that over-the-top Vol P services should not be included in the
mar ket for |ocal voice services.® This indicates that it is
reasonabl e to consider the market for over-the-top VolP in a
separate anal ytical treatnent. The contradictions contained in
the application materials regarding the status of AT&T's Vol P

of ferings should be further clarified.

AT&T Has FaiLep To “Harvest” A SusstantiAL NuvBer O CusTovers | N BELLSoUTH s
SERVI CE AREA.

In its approval of the SBC- Aneritech nerger, the
Commi ssion required that the conbi ned conpany begin to provide
busi ness and residential |ocal exchange service in areas

outside of its service territory:

As a condition of this nmerger, within 30 nonths of
the nmerger closing date the conmbined firmwll enter
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at least 30 major markets outside SBC s and
Anmeritech’ s incunbent service area as a facilities-
based provider of |ocal telecomunications services
to business and residential custonmers. This wll
ensure that residential consumers and business
custoners outside of SBC/ Aneritech’s territory
benefit fromfacilities-based conpetitive service by
a maj or incunbent LEC. This condition effectively
requires SBC and Aneritech to redeemtheir prom se
that their nmerger will formthe basis for a new,
powerful, truly nationw de nmulti-purpose conpetitive
tel ecomuni cations carrier. W also anticipate that
this condition will stinulate conpetitive entry into
the SBC/ Aneritech region by the affected i ncunbent
LECs. ¢

As the Comm ssion is well aware, and as the joint
applicants freely admt, SBC did not engage in any neani ngful
attenpt to conpete outside of its region. Wen discussing the
mass- mar ket i npact of the nmerger, AT&T decl arant Kahan does not
even find the need to nention | egacy SBC activity in
Bel | South’s service area.® The reason for this is quite
clear; it is because SBC s out-of-region activities were next
to nonexi stent. However, SBC s acquisition of AT&T did provide
a neani ngful SBC/ AT&T conpetitive presence in Bell South’s
service area. Thus, joint applicants’ claimthat the merger
will lead to an outconme where there is “no increase in
hori zontal concentration in any relevant market”% is patently
false. Despite the joint applicants’ claimto the contrary,

AT&T continues to play a role in the CLEC market in Bell South
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territory. In the SBC/ AT&T nerger order, the Comm ssion

st at ed:

Regardl ess of what role AT&T played in the past, we
conclude that AT&T's actions to cease marketing and
gradually withdraw fromthe nmass market nean it is no
| onger a significant provider (or potential provider)
of local service, long distance service, or bundl ed

| ocal and | ong di stance service to nmass narket
consuners. W base this conclusion on AT&T s
cessation of marketing, its reductions in consuner
operations, its retirenent of infrastructure used to
support mass nmarket marketing and consuner care for
mass mar ket services, and its decision to “harvest”
its mass market business by raising prices, resulting
in a declining mass narket customer base.

In this proceeding, the Comm ssion is again told that AT&T
has, since 2004, ceased active marketing, and has increased
prices to “harvest” its existing custonmers.’”™ \While joint
applicants provide no detailed data to back up their clains
that AT&T is no | onger viable conpetitive force in Bell South’s
service area, the data that is available show that the
“harvest” has proceeded slowy, and that AT&T continues to act
in the mass nmarket as a substantial CLEC, and stand-al one | ong
di stance provider, in Bell South’s service area. Joint
applicants indicate that “as of February 2006, AT&T had only
about 285,000 all-distance custoners in the Bell South franchise
territory. Further, as of February 2006, AT&T has fewer than 2

mllion stand-al ong | ong di stance custonmers in the Bell South
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franchise territory.”” \Wile joint applicants attenpt to
downpl ay the significance of AT&T s 285,000 all-distance
custoners, elsewhere, joint applicants point to “Supra Tel ecom
— which provides wireline |ocal, |ong-distance and | nternet
bundl es to consuners and busi nesses — has over 200, 000
custoners . . .” as an exanple of a “very active” traditiona
wireline provider in Bell South’s service area. ™

According to data provided by Bell South to the FCC for
year-end 2005, all CLECs relying on UNEs and resale in the
Bel | South service area utilize approximately three mllion (3
mllion) of these Bell South-supplied facilities. ™ This would
i ndi cate that AT&T purchases approxi mately 9.4%of all of these
facilities. The nerger will certainly renove this conpetitive
source fromBell South’s service area and increase Bell South’s
al ready prom nent market share. As joint applicants’ declarant
Kahan indicates with regard to the | egacy AT&T custoners which
were acquired through the SBC- AT&T nerger, “in region, we have
actively pursued AT&T custoners to try to sell thema bundl e of
services, including |local and | ong-di stance voi ce, DSL
wireless and video . . .”™ As a condition of this nerger, the
Comm ssi on should require that AT&T' s CLEC operations in the

Bel | Sout h regi on be spun off and sol d.
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Wth regard to | ong di stance services, AT&T continues to
di splay a substantial presence for nmass-market consumners.
According to information provided by joint applicants, and
information provided in Bell South’s quarter investor briefing,
stand- al one AT&T | ong di stance custoners currently make up 16%
of the overall |ong distance market.’” Thus, follow ng the
merger, Bell South will absorb these stand-al one | ong distance
custoners, resulting in a Bell South market share of
approximately 75% 77 Wiile joint petitioners tell the
Comm ssion that “no one thinks |long distance is a separate,
st andal one market,”’ both Bell South and AT&T continue to
report the scope of their |ong-distance operations to their
investors.” There is no question that the proposed mnerger
wWill result in reduced custoner choice and increased

concentration in the | ong distance market.
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V. MARKET POAER OVER 215" CENTURY COMMUNI CATI ONS

| NFRASTRUCTURE

LocaL TransPoRT AND Speci AL Access IMRRKETS

In the SBC- AT&T and Veri zon- MCl nergers, the Conm ssion
accepted the renedi es i nposed by the Departnent of Justice,
which required a divestiture of certain special access
facilities that would be controlled by the nerged conpany,

t hrough i ndefeasible rights of use. This nerger presents
identical issues with regard to buil dings served by speci al
access facilities. However, given the paucity of information
provided by the joint applicants, it is difficult to assess the
magni tude of the problem Joint applicant’s declarants Carton
and Sider, who are identified in the Public Interest Show ng as
the “go-to” wi tnesses on special access, admt that their
analysis is “prelimnary.”8 However, based on this

prelimnary analysis, joint applicants go on to argue:

The conpetitive overlap in special access services
bet ween AT&T and Bel | South is an order of nmagnitude
smal ler than it was between SBC and AT&T (or Verizon
and MCl). As detailed below and in the Carlton/Sider
Decl aration, AT&T has |local fiber networks in only 11
metropolitan areas in Bell South’s territory and | ocal
fi ber connections to fewer than 330 total buildings
in those MSAs, nore than 100 of which house Bel |l South
wire centers, an | XC POP, or AT&T | ocal nodes or
signal regeneration facilities. Application of the
analysis used in the prior nmergers to elimnate
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bui | di ngs where there are no conpetitive concerns
(such as buildings already served by other CLEGCs)
reduces the nunber of netropolitan areas potentially
at issue to two (Atlanta and Mam /Fort Lauderdal e)
and the nunber of buildings to | ess than 50. Under
t hese circunstances, no renmedy is nerited.?8

Thus, joint applicants allege that the problemis smaller
in this case, which can only be verified with additional
i nformation, which the joint applicants have not provided wth
their filing. However, they admt that the sanme probl em which
required the attention of the Departnent of Justice in the SBC
AT&T merger is associated with “less than 50” buildings. They
then go on to argue that no action needs to be taken on this
matter. This logic once again reinforces the fact that the
mer ger does nothing to inprove conpetition, and in fact wll
cause conpetitive harm

The conpl ete dom nance of the local transport and speci al
access markets by the incunbent |ocal exchange carriers,
particularly after the absorption of their two | argest
conpetitors has been clearly denonstrated in prior nerger
proceedi ngs. This nerger extends that process to another
region. The longstanding failure of conpetition to discipline
price in the special access market, even prior to recent

absorption of the | argest conpetitive providers of |ocal
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transport and special access refutes the claimthat there would
be sufficient post-nerger conpetition to prevent
anticonpetitive abuse in this market. The track record on
speci al access rates provides a chilling warning about the
concentration of these facilities. The FCC deregul ated these
rates in 1999 on the m staken belief that this market was
conpetitive. Since then, rates and profits have risen
dramatically. There is sinply inadequate conpetition to
di sci pli ne BOC mar ket power over price. There should be little
wonder why. The incunbent |ocal exchange carriers have
billions of mles of local |oop and interoffice transport
depl oyed; the conpetitors have, at nost hundreds of thousands.
As | egacy AT&T concluded in urging the FCC to reverse it

deci sion to deregul ate special access charges,

It is now crystal clear that the Comm ssion’s
predictive judgnments that special access rates would
be disciplined by conpetitive entry were w ong.
Facilities-based conpetition for all but the highest
capacity special access facilities remains extrenely
l[imted. Yet the Conmission's pricing flexibility
rul es have allowed the Bells to avoid rate regul ation
for all capacities and to all locations within entire
VBAs. 82

Exhi bit 4 shows two aspects of special access pricing, the
increase in profits which has been driven by falling costs.

The key here is that as costs have fallen, prices have not.
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Exhibit 4: Costsand Profitsin Special Access
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| ndeed, they have risen slightly. This underscores the

i nportant point that cost savings are not passed through to
consuners if markets are not sufficiently conpetitive. The
reduction in special access conpetition resulting fromthe

mer ger should be of concern to this Conm ssion.

THE MErcER, NeETWORK NEUTRALITY, AND THE | NTERNET

In the SBC- AT&T nerger order the FCC inposed, as an
enforceabl e condition of the merger, the provisions of the
Comm ssion’ s Septenber 2005 Policy Statenent.?® Joint
applicants indicate that with regard to the AT&T-Bel | South
merger, that no “Net Neutrality” conditions need to be inposed
on the nerger.® The unreasonabl eness of this contention is
denonstrated by information supplied by the joint applicants in
their filing.

It is first inportant to note that the nerger will result
in the creation of the nation’s largest |ast-mle broadband
provider, with the conbined conpany controlling nearly 23% of
all residential and small business broadband |ines.® The
resulting market structure thus displays a highly concentrated
structure, with the four |argest broadband providers, AT&T,

Contast, Verizon, and Tinme Warner, controlling 65.76% of al



br oadband connecti ons nationw de.® However, from an econom c
standpoi nt, the inpact of market concentration nust al so be
considered in light of the other significant advantages gai ned
fromthe increase in network effects for the nmerged conpany.

As the size of AT&T' s overall custoner base increases, the gain
in network effects can make strategi c behavior nore |ikely, as
t he Comm ssi on recogni zed when di scussi ng the AOL-Ti ne- War ner

mer ger :

A different outconme, and one |ess beneficial for
consuners, can also occur in markets with strong
network effects. |If one provider achieves a | arger
mar ket share, either through superior performance or
a first nover advantage, then it may not have an
incentive to interoperate. |If that provider wants to
dom nate the market, it can adopt a strategy of
refusing to interoperate with the other, smaller
providers. This, conpared to a strategy of
interoperation, wll make its service |ess val uable
and will hurt its users. But while these ill effects
will be relatively slight, because the users wl|
still be able to reach nost other users, refusing to
interoperate will hurt the smaller providers and
their users greatly, because their users will not be
able to reach nost other users.?

Wil e the Conmi ssion’s analysis focused specifically on
advant ages gai ned frombeing the first nover or offering a
superior product, it is also the case that |arger market share
may be achi eved through nerger, as opposed to the superior

performance suggested by the Conm ssion. Also, while the
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Commi ssion was focused on issues related to AOL’s control of

t he Nane and Presence Database associated with its instant
nmessagi ng service, the economcs of gaining a critical nass
associated wth network effects applies nore generally, and
certainly raises concerns due to the increasing size of AT&T.
AT&T, due to the growi ng size of its broadband custoner base,
will be able to disadvantage not only smaller ISP rivals which
may or may not provide broadband access, but al so providers of
I nternet content and services. This potential wll be

di scussed in nore detail below. As a result, the nerger adds
to the risk of anti-conpetitive strategic behavior that the
Commi ssi on recogni zed by adopting its Policy Statenent
regardi ng network neutrality as an enforceabl e condition of the

SBC- AT&T and Veri zon-MCl nergers. 88

NeTwork NeuTRALI TY Conl TI ons ARE NECESSARY

Joint applicants claim

The history of the Internet conclusively denonstrates
that conpetition and innovation are best served by
letting the marketpl ace deci de what products,
services and terns will be offered, rather than
constraining market forces by governnent

regul ation. 8

However, as the Conm ssion is well aware, the Internet did

not energe in an environment that was free of regulation.
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Rat her, due to a regulatory structure that was adopted by the
Commi ssion through its Conputer Inquiries, tel ephone conpanies
were prevented fromoffering data processing and data

communi cations services on an integrated basis. Furthernore,
t el ephone conpanies were required to provide the necessary

t el ecommuni cations facilities to the providers of enhanced
(tnformation) services on a nondiscrimnatory basis. It is
notable that the Internet energed and fl ourished precisely
during the period when the RBOCs were prohibited from
participating in the market for Internet content and services,
and when they were bound by common carrier obligations in the
provision of Internet access facilities.

The Comm ssion is also well aware that these constraints
are no nore. The RBOCs and cabl e conpani es can now provi de
content, applications, and services on an integrated basis.
These conpanies are also no | onger under any obligation to
provi de access to critical last-mle broadband facilities. The
RBCOC response has been predictable, rattling the sabers of
di scrimnation and exclusion, as was illustrated in AT&T' s
CEO s statenent, cited earlier in these comments.

The Public Interest Show ng provides anpl e evidence of why

network neutrality conditions nust be part of the Commi ssion’s
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approval of this nerger. For exanple, joint applicants state:

AT&T' s | PTV service will entail a sw tched, two-way,
client server architecture designed to send each
subscri ber only the programm ng the subscri ber
chooses to view at a particular tine. Unlike the

al | -at-once broadcast nodel of traditional cable
systens, AT&T' s IPTV service wll provide subscribers
wth maximum flexibility in custom zing what they see
and when they see it by untethering subscribers from
the confines of a programrer’s pre-set schedul e.

And, while the ultimte breadth and scope of such
capabilities will be a function of a nunber of
factors, including arrangenents with content owners
and ot her programm ng vendors, AT&T s | PTV service
wll utilize an architecture designed to give
custoners additional choices in video programm ng
that are not avail abl e today. %

This statenent is notable for a nunber of reasons. First,
it reiterates AT&T's plans to be a major player in the delivery
of video services. However, it also indicates that AT&T s
plans to sell video are associated with an AT&T commtnent to a
network architecture that it will use to deliver video
services. AT&T indicates that its video services wll be
delivered through the “client-server” nodel. Wil e the
client-server nodel grants the content provider a high degree
of control over the delivery of content, other technol ogies,
such as the BitTorrent content-delivery architecture, utilize
bandwi dth nore efficiently.® Furthernore, service delivery

architectures such as BitTorrent are now being commercially
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adopted by firns that will be conpeting with AT&T in the
delivery of programm ng. For exanple, Warner Brothers has
recently announced that it will be utilizing the BitTorrent
technol ogy to deliver Warner Brothers content to end users,
both tel evison progranm ng and novi es.® The presence of
conpeting content providers and conpeting delivery
architectures raise the real potential for discrimnation and
exclusion that wll be harnful to consuners. Gven the traffic
identification and prioritization that AT&T is capabl e of
achieving with the network technol ogi es that are provi ded by
vendors such as Al catel and C sco Systens, and the |oudly
declared intention to strike deals with content and
applications providers, the conpetitive threat is real. For
exanpl e, C sco Systens addresses the ability to discrimnate in

stark terms:

One of the nost significant risks that broadband
service providers face is the threat from
‘nonfacility’ service offerings for nusic or video
downl oads, Vol P, or interactive gamng. Wth the

i ncreased bandw dth for high-speed Internet services,
operators risk having their service regarded as a
basel ine commpdity as their users subscribe to third-
party services fromoff-net destinations. Exanples

i ncl ude:

. Br oadband voi ce services such as Skype, Googl e-
tal k, or Vonage that directly conpete with a service
provider’s Vol P service offering.
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. Online DVD stream ng and downl oad services such
as C nemaNOW or Real Net wor ks Super Pass, which conpete
for subscription fees of |P-based video services.

Al t hough nonfacility services ride on a best-effort
network and may not have the sane quality control as
the provider’'s services, for many users the
experience i s good enough, and nonfacility operators
benefit from | ower operational expenses and a | arger
addr essabl e market, making them form dabl e
conpetitors.

However, broadband service providers can treat
nonfacility operators as partners rather than
conpetition. By creating an “open networKk”

envi ronnent through which nonfacility operators can
ensur e adequat e custoner experience for their
application traffic, broadband service providers can
open the door for new revenue-sharing schenes. To do
this efficiently, a broadband service provider nust
be able to easily identify the traffic streans of
nonfacility services so that it can adequately bil
for, audit, and guarantee their performance. The
application recognition and granular billing
capability of the G sco Service Control Solution help
in the devel opnent of these services.

While Cisco's efforts to place the proper spin on the
capabilities of their product are anusing, the “open networKk”
wor | d envi sioned by Ci sco sinply enpowers the owners of | ast-
m | e broadband networks to present third-party content and
application providers with an ulti matum-pay-up through our
“revenue sharing schene, or else.” The “or else” would be
di scrim nation against the nonfacility sources of applications

and content, which is described by C sco as foll ows:

50



The ability of G sco Service Control to classify and
enforce traffic policies. . ., as well as its ability
to manage traffic on an individual user basis,

provi des a powerful tool for service providers to
manage network traffic through “subscriber-friendly”
pol i ci es.

Sone of the relevant functions include:

. Classification and identification of al
application traffic, regardl ess of port nunber or |IP
address, including support for port-hopping
applications (P2P applications such as BitTorrent,
eDonkey, or Gautella), nultiflow applications (such
as SIP voice over IP or RTSP stream ng), and “hi dden
applications (such as HTTP runni ng on nonstandard
port nunbers).

. Prioritizing interactive and del ay-sensitive
applications (such as gam ng, voice, stream ng, or
even Wb browsing) at the expense of noninteractive
applications (such as P2P file exchange, file

downl oads, or news transfers), so that preferential
treatment can be given to | atency-sensitive
applications during periods of increased network
congesti on.

. Establishing “fair-use” policies for custoners
t hrough usage managenent al gorithnms that give every
subscriber a fair allocation of avail able bandw dt h—
heavy users can no | onger take excessive bandw dth

and degrade the experience for other subscribers.
94

Thus, if an AT&T broadband custoner prefers to purchase
vi deo programm ng from Warner Bros., and use the BitTorrent
technol ogy to receive this content, AT&T can easily (1)
identify the custoner which has made this choice, (2) assign

| ower priority to the delivery of this content, thus degrading
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the alternative (and nore efficient BitTorrent) technol ogy, (3)
desi gnate the consuners who purchase their content from non-
AT&T sources as “heavy users” who “take excessive bandw dth,”
and (4) charge these end users (whose only offence is to nmake a
conpetitive choice) nore than those custoners who purchase
AT&T-sourced content. It is notable that the C sco whitepaper
cited above, identifies an end-user “service tier” pricing
approach associated with the capabilities of its network
managenent equi pnent. These service-tier pricing plans either
specifically limt the end-user to certain types of
applications, or charge themnore if they pursue certain
applications (especially those which m ght conpete with the

br oadband provider’s offerings). Cisco suggests that end users
who activate certain types of applications could be charged

hi gher prices on a “pay-as-you-go” schene, and specifically
identifies “stream ng, gam ng, voice (Skype, SIP)”"% as targets
for higher prices. Cearly, the ability to charge an end-user
each time they activate an application which conpetes with
offerings simlar to those provided by the last-mle broadband
provider (e.g., video, gam ng, and voice) indicates that the
technol ogical architecture to discrimnate exists. The

exi stence of conpetition which is capable of delivering content
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nmore efficiently that AT&T al so indicates that AT&T will be
facing tough conpetition, providing a high degree of notivation
to protect their investnents in the previous generation of

vi deo delivery technol ogy.

The beni gn | anguage that C sco now uses to try to obscure
this profound ability to control the flow of data to advant age
sone content and applications providers and di sadvant age ot hers
shoul d not m slead the Conm ssion. Discrimnation to maxim ze
profits is what this is about, as G sco wote nore bluntly in
describing the sane capabilities to cable operators a few years

ago.

Mul tiple service delivery over |P networks brings
with it an inherent problem How do these nultiple
servi ces—packeti zed voice, stream ng nedia, Wb
browsi ng, dat abase access, and e-nmil —oexi st w t hout
conpeting with each other for bandw dth?

C sco Q@S has sol ved the problem by putting absolute
control, down to the packet, in your hands...

The ability to prioritize and control traffic levels
is a distinguishing factor and critical difference
bet ween New Worl d networ ks enpl oyi ng | nternet

technol ogies and “the Internet.”

But beyond that, new advanced QoS techni ques give you
the neans to maxi m ze revenue generated through
bandw dt h capacity providing highest quality for your
nost val uabl e services...

Adm ssion control and policing is the way you devel op
and enforce traffic policies. These controls allow
you to limt the amount of traffic comng into the
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network with policy-based decisions on whether the
networ k can support the requirenents of an incom ng
application. Additionally, you are able to police or
nmonitor each admtted application to ensure that it
honors its all ocated bandw dth reservati on.

Preferential queuing gives you the ability to specify
packet types-—Web, e-mail, voice, video—and create
policies for the way they are prioritized and

handl ed...

Commtted access rate (CAR) is an edge-focused QoS
mechani sm provi ded by sel ected C sco | CS-based

net wor k devices. The controll ed-access rate
capabilities of CAR allow you to specify the user
access speed of any given packet by allocating the
bandwi dth it receives, depending on its |P address,
application, precedence, port or even Medi a Access
Control (MAC) address.

For exanple, if a “push” information service that
delivers frequent broadcasts to its subscribers is
seen as causing a high anount of undesirabl e network
traffic, you can direct CAR [Committed Access Rate]
to limt subscriber-access speed to this service.
You could restrict the incom ng push broadcast as
wel | as subscriber’s outgoing access to the push
information site to discourage its use. At the sane
time, you could pronote and offer your own or
partner’s services with full-speed features to
encour age adoption of your service, while increasing
network efficiency.

CAR al so lets you di scourage the subscriber practice
of bypassing Wb caches. It gives you the ability to
i ncrease the efficiency of your network by all ocating
hi gh bandwi dth to video and rich nmedia comng froma
Web- cached source and | ow bandwi dth to the sane
content com ng from an uncached source.

Further, you could specify that video com ng from
internal servers receives precedence and broader
bandw dt h over video sources from external servers...



Anot her backbone-based control capability offered by
Cisco QS is the conbination of preferential queuing
(PQ and weighted fair queuing (WFQ.

PQ ensures that inportant traffic gets the fastest
handl ing at each point where it is used. Because it
is designed to give strict priority to inportant
traffic, PQcan flexibly prioritize according to

network protocol, incomng interface, packet size,
source or destination address. %

AT&T states that “AT&T' s | PTV service wll utilize an
architecture designed to give custoners additional choices in
vi deo programm ng that are not avail able today.” This
statenent clearly illustrates the problemcreated by AT&T s
i ncreasi ng dom nance over last-mle broadband facilities,
conbined with its control over substantial Internet backbone
facilities. It also shows why network neutrality principles
must be inposed. The Internet has never been about one firms
vision of network architecture or service delivery. Network
neutrality principles, rather, are about keeping the |Internet
free of inpedinments that will inprove technol ogy through highly
di sruptive processes of innovation unhindered by any
gat ekeeper. This disruptive process can only be viewed as a
threat by those which make commtnents to specific technol ogy
platforns, and the control of the last-mle facilities which

AT&T enjoys provide | everage which has, until only recently,
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been unavail able to any firm which provides content and
services over the Internet.

Joint applicants go to great length to describe the
process through which they have devel oped their | PTV product an
undertaki ng that has invol ved the expenditure of considerable

time and noney:

We have al ready spent three years on planning and
devel opnent of the Lightspeed |IP video service and
its inmplenentation, and expect to spend nore than $4
billion in network-rel ated depl oynent costs and

capi tal expenditures beginning in 2006 through 2008.
We have spent several hundred mllion dollars nore on
t he busi ness and office support systens that are
essential to nove |IPTV service to broad scale

depl oynent.

Hundr eds of AT&T enpl oyees have spent the | ast three
years on support and devel opnment of the video

el ements of Project Lightspeed, including: (1)

i dentifying and purchasi ng vi deo-specific network
facilities and equi pnent; (2) managi ng construction
activities across a 13-state region, including, anong
ot her things, the construction of a “super hub”
facility and the on-going construction of video hub
of fices; (3) devel oping and nodifying an in-region
depl oynent schedul e; (4) working out the technical
aspects of | P-based platformand associ at ed

m ddl eware; (5) acquiring a full range of video
content; (6) developing marketing materials and an
overall marketing strategy; (7) training enployees in
vi deo sal es, marketing and custoner service; (8)
entering into contracts for network and custoner

prem ses equi pnent; and (9) devel opi ng scal abl e back
office activities and busi ness support systens,

including billing, ordering, custoner service and
support necessary to provide |PTV services to
mllions of customers.?
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The Comm ssion nust ask itself whether AT&T, through the
inevitable incentives that it faces to protect the investnents
that it is nmaking in content-delivery platfornms, should be
permtted to inhibit or prevent alternative technol ogi es which
may do the job better than AT&T' s technol ogy choice. Likew se,
whet her AT&T shoul d be able to discrimnate agai nst consuners
who utilize alternative technol ogies to access content, or
alternative providers of content. Because of AT&T' s contro
over last-mle broadband facilities, market forces will not be
able to discipline AT&T s actions toward its custoners, or the
providers of alternative content, services, and applications.
Wth regard to the issue of network neutrality, the need for

enforceabl e nerger conditions is clear.

| NTERNET BaAcCkBONE IVARKETS

Joint applicants argue that the nerger will not adversely
i npact the market for Internet backbone services.®® To support
this proposition, the joint applicants point to the
Conmi ssion’s analysis in the SBC AT&T Merger Order.®® Wiile
t he Comm ssion concluded in that Order that it was unlikely
that Internet backbone nmarkets woul d be adversely affected by

the nerger of AT&T and SBC, the nerger of the new AT&T and
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Bel | Sout h demands renewed exam nation of this issue. The
mergers of SBC and AT&T and Verizon and MCI created two

uni quel y situated backbone providers. According to the

Comm ssion, there are between six and eight |Internet backbone
provi ders: AT&T, Verizon, Sprint, Qwest, Level 3, d obal
Crossing, and by sonme neasures, SAWI S and Cogent. ! Two of

t hese backbone providers stand out as vertically integrated
provi ders of |arge nunbers of last-mle broadband facilities,
as well as Internet backbone services. The resulting market
configuration presents a highly skewed structure in which these
two giants dom nate the | andscape.

Even the picture presented in Exhibit 5 which is based on
nati onal revenue shares underesti mates the problem since
I nt ernet backbone markets have | ocal or regional
characteristics in which the facilities available within the
area are much nore limted than the national figures would
suggest .

G ven the size, the unique traffic mx and the vertica
integration, the nmerger poses a severe problemfor consunmers in
the Bell South service area. The integration infuses unique
incentives to the vertically integrated conpanies’ operations.

VWhen AT&T and MCI were independent backbone providers, their
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Exhibit 5: Vertically Integrated Mega-Peers Dominate Internet
Backbone
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Source: Declaration of Marius Schwartz, SBC-AT&T
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interest was to maxim ze traffic flows, and this provided a
strong incentive for interconnection and non-di scrim nation.
However, the delivery of video services, as well as other
proprietary content, provides incentives to restrict access and
discrimnate, as is evidenced by the quote from AT&T CEO Edwar d
Wi tacre, cited above, and the materials from G sco Systens,

whi ch are directed at conpanies which control last-mle

br oadband facilities.

Access to the last-mle pipes controlled by AT&T can only
be achi eved through interconnection with AT&T' s backbone
network. |If AT&T' s strategy is to exclude, or charge extra,
for the delivery of certain content to end-users which
subscri be to AT&T' s broadband I nternet access services, then
t he previous assunptions held by the Comm ssion regarding the
i npact of vertical nmergers between backbone and last-m | e-
br oadband networ ks nust be reexam ned.

The AT&T-Bel |l South nerger only increases the incentives to
di scrim nate and exclude, which will have the potential to
adversely influence the Internet backbone market. As is
di scussed el sewhere in these comments, the nerger wll make
AT&T the | argest provider of residential and small business

broadband lines. O the other |ast-m | e broadband providers
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whi ch al so have I nternet backbone facilities (Verizon and
Quest), AT&T w il be the market |eader by far, holding nearly
ten (10) mllion subscribers, to Verizon's five (5) mllion,
and Qaest’s one and one-half (1.5 mllion. This unique market
position should not be overl ooked by the Comm ssion.

The result of this proposed nerger will expand verti cal
i ntegration between a major provider of Internet backbone and
| ast-m | e- broadband networks. AT&T woul d have an incentive to
abuse their control over those assets to restrict access,
rather than maxi m ze the revenue fl ow ng over those assets. As
a vertically integrated entity, the resulting conpany woul d
have an incentive to maximze profits by using its |everage in
the formof a price squeeze, raising the prices that rivals
nmust pay to have their content and services carried to AT&T s
| ast-m | e- broadband custoners, exactly as descri bed by AT&T CEO
Wi t acre.

The evidence is overwhel mngly clear. The Comm ssion
should just say no to this nmerger or inpose substanti al
conditions to reverse the severe anticonpetitive harns they
will inpose. The unique position that AT&T will hold in the
I nt ernet backbone market as a result of this nerger is another

reason to require, at a mninum as an enforceable condition of

61



the nmerger, that AT&T abide by the FCC s Policy Statenent

regardi ng network neutrality.
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VI. CONCLUSI ON: MERGER CONDI TI ONS

Shoul d the Conm ssion decide to approve this nerger,
certain conditions should be inposed on the operations of the
conbi ned conpani es.

For the purposes of these Conditions, the term *“Merger
Cl osing Date” neans the day on which, pursuant to their Merger
Agr eenent, AT&T, Bell South, and Ci ngul ar cause a Certificate of
Merger to be executed, acknow edged, and filed with the
Secretary of State of New York as provided in New York

Cor porati on Law.

AT&T Qur- O- RE@ oN OperaTiONs | N BELLSOUTH' s SERVi CE AREA

Wthin twelve nonths of the nerger closing date, AT&T w |
divest its out-of-region operations, including AT&T out - of -
region facilities used to provide | ocal exchange and speci al
access service, in the Bell South service area. These
operations include business and residential custoners which
were served by AT&T, either on a facilities, resale, or UNE

basis as of January 1, 2006.

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

For a period of five years, beginning on the Merger

Cl osing Date, AT&T-Bell South shall not seek any increase in
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stat e-approved rates for unbundl ed network el enments (“UNES”)
that are currently in effect, provided that this restriction
shall not apply to the extent any UNE rate currently in effect
i's subsequently deened invalid or is remanded to a state
comm ssion by a court of conpetent jurisdiction in connection
with an appeal that is currently pending. In the event of a
UNE rate increase in Illinois, Indiana or Texas during the
five-year period, followng a court decision invalidating or
remandi ng a UNE rate, AT&T-Bell South may inplenent that UNE
rate increase but shall not seek any further increase in UNE
rates in that state during the five-year period. This
condition shall not Iimt the ability of AT&T-Bell South and any
t el ecommuni cations carrier to agree voluntarily to any UNE rate
nor does it supersede any current agreenent on UNE rates.
FresH Lox

The Comm ssion nust take a fresh look at all of its key
deci sions that were predicated on the existence of conpetition
in local markets. To the extent that regulatory relief has
been afforded to Bell South based on anal ysis of conpetition
that included any of AT&T custoners or assets, those decisions
must be revisited. O utnost inportance are the inpairnent

proceedi ngs that affected the availability of UNEs based on
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cal cul ations of collocations and the nunber of business and
residential lines served. Custoner of AT&T and Bel | Sout h
shoul d al so be given the opportunity for a fresh | ook at

exi sting contractual relationships wthout penalty or early

termnation fees for a period after the nmerger closes.

LocaL TRANSPORT AND SPECi AL ACCESS

Shoul d the Conmi ssion not require the spin-off of AT&T s
network assets and customer base in the Bell South region,
remedies simlar to those i nposed by the Departnent of Justice
on the previous nergers should be required here as well.
Furthernore, the special access service quality nerger
condition inposed by the Conm ssion on the SBC- AT&T and

Verizon-MCI nergers should be inposed here as well.

| NTERNET BACKBONE

1. For a period of five years after the Merger C osing
Dat e, AT&T-Bell South will maintain at |east as many settl enent-
free U S. peering arrangenments for Internet backbone services
W th donmestic operating entities as they did in conbination on
the Merger Closing Date. AT&T-Bell South may waive ternms of its
publ i shed peering policy to the extent necessary to maintain

t he nunber of peering arrangenents required by this condition.
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2. Wthin thirty days of the Merger C osing Date, and
continuing for five years thereafter, AT&T-Bell South will post
its peering policy on a publicly accessible website. During
this two- year period, AT&T-Bell South will post any revisions

to its peering policy on a tinely basis as they occur.

ADSL Servi cE

Wthin twelve nonths of the Merger C osing Date, AT&T-
Bel | South will deploy and offer within the Bell South portion of
its in-region territory ADSL service to ADSL-capabl e custoners
Wi t hout requiring such custoners to al so purchase voice
services. AT&T-Bell South wll continue to offer this service
in the entire AT&T service area for five years after the date
that the final Bell South state conplies with this provision.
For purposes of this condition, the “inplenentation date” for a
state shall be the date on which AT&T-Bell South can offer this
service to eighty percent of the ADSL-capable prem ses in
Bel | South’s in-region territory in that state. Wthin twenty
days after neeting the inplenentation date in a state, AT&T-
Bell South will file a letter wwth the Comm ssion certifying to

that effect.
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NeET NEUTRALI TY

Ef fective on the Merger Closing Date, and continuing for
five years thereafter, AT&T-Bell South will conduct business in
a manner that conports with the principles set forth in the
FCC s Policy Statenent, issued Septenber 23, 2005 (FCC 05-151).
The nerger condition should state explicitly that the
Comm ssi on has enforcenent authority to conpel conpliance with

t he principles.

W RELESS

The conbi ned conpany (nerged AT&T/ Bel | Sout h) shoul d be
required to divest all of its licenses in the 2.3 GHz (WS) and
2.5-2.7 Gz (BRS/ EBS) bands. This woul d create the
possibility for entry of a third, broadband platforminto the

mar ket that is currently dom nated by a duopoly.

ANNUAL  CERTI FI CATI ON

For five years follow ng the Merger Closing Date, AT&T-
Bel | South shall file annually a declaration by an officer of
the corporation attesting that AT&T-Bell South has substantially
conplied with the terns of these conditions in all materi al
respects. The first declaration shall be filed 45 days

followi ng the one-year anniversary of the Merger C osing Date,
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the second and third declaration shall be filed one and two

years thereafter respectively.
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| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the allegations
of fact in the foregoing joint declaration, except for those of
which official notice may be taken, are true and correct of ny

personal know edge.

Si gned Executed on: June 5, 2006
it ...
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| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the allegations
of fact in the foregoing joint declaration, except for those of
which official notice may be taken, are true and correct of ny

per sonal know edge.
Si gned P i e Executed on: June 5, 2006

oA ’r;"f/ / i
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“Restoring the Balance of Public VValues and Private Incentives in American Capitalism,” Too
Much Deregulation or Not Enough, Cato Institution, November 1, 2002

“Comments on Broadband: Bringing Home the Bits, Columbia Institute for Tele-Information,
March 18, 2002

“Foundations And Principles Of Local Activism In The Global, New Economy,” The Role of
L ocalities and States in Tel ecommuni cations Regul ation: Understanding the Jurisdictional
Challengesin an Internet Era, University of Colorado Law School, “April 16, 2001

“The Role Of Technology And Public Policy In Preserving An Open Broadband Internet,” The
Policy Implications Of End-To-End, Stanford Law School, December 1, 2000

“Picking Up The Public Policy Pieces Of Failed BusinessAnd Regulatory Models,” Setting The
Telecommunications Agenda, Columbia I nstitute For Tele-Information November 3, 2000




“Progressive, Democratic Capitalism In The Digital Age,” 212 Century Technology and 201
Century Law: Where Do We Go from Here? The Fund for Constitutional Government,
Conference on Media, Democracy and the Constitution, September 27, 2000

“Freeing Public Policy From The Deregulation Debate: The Airline Industry Comes Of Age (And
Should Be Held Accountable For 1ts Anticompetitive Behavior), American Bar Association,
Forum OnAir And Space Law, TheAir and Space L awyer, Spring 1999

“Evolving Concepts of Universal Service,” The Federalist Society, October 18, 1996

“The Line of Business Restriction on the Regional Bell Operating Companies: A Plain Old Anti-
trust Remedy for aPlain Old Monopoly,” Executive L eadership Seminar on Critical Policy
Developments in Federal Telecommunications Policy, The Brookings Institution, October 7,
1987

“The Downside of Deregulation: A Consumer Perspective After A Decade of Regulatory
Reform,” Plenary Session, Consumer Assembly, February 12, 1987

“Regulatory Reform for Electric Utilities, Plenary Session, Consumer Federation of American,
Electric Utility Conference, April 4, 1987

"Round Two in the Post-Divestiture Era: A Platform for Consumer Political Action,” Conference
on Telephone Issues for the States — 1984: Implementing Divestiture, May, 1984

“The Leftist Opposition in Egypt,” Conference on Sadat’s Decade: An Assessment, conducted by
the Middle Eastern Studies Program of the State University of New York at Binghamton,
April, 1984

“State Capitalism and Class Structure in the Third World: The Case of Egypt,” 1nternational
Journal of Middle East Studies, X1V:4, 1983

“The Crisisin the Rental Housing Market: Energy Prices, Institutional Factors and the
Deterioration of the Lower Income Housing Stock,” 53rd Annual Meeting of the Eastern
Sociological Society, March, 1983

“The Role of Consumer Assurance in the Adoption of Solar Technologies,” International
Conference on Consumer Behavior and Energy Poalicy, August, 1982

“Energy and the Poor,” Third International Forum on the Human Side of Energy, August, 1982

"Energy Price Policy and the Elderly,” Annual Conference, National Council on the Aging, April,
1982

“Sociologica Theory and Economic History: The Collegial Organizational Form and the British
World Economy,” 51st Annual Meeting of the Eastern Sociological Society, March, 1981

“Energy and Jobs: The Conservation Path to Fuller Employment,” Conference on Energy and
Jobs conducted by the Industrial Union Department of the AFL-CIO, May 1980

“The Failure of Health Maintenance Organizations: A View from the Theory of Organizations
and Socia Structure,” 50th Annual Meeting of the Eastern Sociological Society, March, 1980

“Impact of Incentive Payments and Training on Nursing Home Admissions, Discharges, Case
Mix and Outcomes,” M assachusetts Sociological Society, November, 1979
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“The State as an Economic Environment,” 7th Annual New England Conference on Business and
Economics, November, 1979

“The Domestic Origins of Sadat’s Peace Initiative,” Yale Palitical Union, March, 1979

“State Capitalism and Class Structure: The Case of Egypt,” 49th Annual Meeting of the Eastern
Sociologica Society March, 1979

“The Welfare State and Equality: A Critique and Alternative Formulation from a Conflict
Perspective,” 48th Annual Meeting of the Eastern Sociological Society, April, 1978

“A Comparative Evaluation of Operation Breakthrough,” Annual Meeting of the Environmental
Research Design Association, April, 1975

“Personality Correlates of Technology and Modernization in Advanced Industrial Society (with
Ed Dager), 8th Annual Meeting of the International Sociological Society, August, 1974

“Toward aModel of Conflict in Minority Group Relations,” Annual Meeting of the District of
Columbia Sociological Society, May, 1973

TESTIMONY:
STATE AND PROVINCE

“Comments of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, and New York Public
Interest Research Group Calling for Review and Denia of the Plan for Merger,” In the
Matter of Joint Petition of Verizon New York Inc. and MCI for a Declaratory Ruling
Disclaiming Jurisdiction Over or in the Alternative, for Approval of Agreement and Plan of
Merger, Public Service Commission, State of New York, Case No. 05-C-0237, April 29,
2005

“Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark Cooper on Behaf of AARP,” In re: Application of the National
School Lunch Program and Income-Based Criterion at or Below 135% of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines as Eligibility Criteriafor the Lifeline and Link-up Programs, before the
Florida Public Service Commission, Docket No. 040604-TL, December 17, 2004

“Direct and Rebuttal Testimony Of Dr Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of Texas Office Of Public
Utility Council,” Impairment Analysis Of Local Circuit Switching For The Mass Market,
Public Utility Commission Of Texas, Docket No. 28607, February 9, 2004, March 19, 2004

“Direct Testimony Of Dr Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of AARP,” Before The Florida Public
Service Commission, Docket No. 030867-Tl, 030868-TL, Docket No. 030869-TI, October 2,
2003

“ Affidavit of Dr. Mark Cooper on Behalf of the Wisconsin Citizen Utility Board,” Petition of
Wisconsin Bell, Inc., for a Section 271 Checklist Proceeding, before the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin,6720-TI-170, June 10, 2002

“Opposition of the Consumer Federation of Americaand TURN,” In the Matter of the
Application of Comcast Business Communications, Inc. (U-5380-C) for Approval of the
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Change of Control of Comcast Business Communications, Inc., That Will Occur Indirectly as
a Result of the Placement of AT& T Broadband and Comcast Corporation Under a New
Parent, AT& T Comcast Corporation, In the Matter of the Application of AT& T Broadband
Phone of California, LLC (U-5698-C) for Approval of the Change of Control of AT& T
Broadband Phone of California, LLC That Will Occur Indirectly as a Result of the Placement
of AT& T Broadband and Comcast Corporation Under a New Parent, AT& T Comcast
Corporation, Public Utilities Commission Of The State Of California, Application 02-05-010
02-05-011, June 7, 2002

“Protecting the Public Interest Against Monopoly Abuse by Cable Companies: Strategies for
Local Franchising Authoritiesin the AT& T Comcast License Transfer Process, Statement to
the City of Boston,” May 14, 2002

“Prefiled Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Virginia Citizen Consumers
Council,” In The Matter Of Application Of Virginia Electric And Power Company For
Approval Of A Functional Separation Plan, Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case
No. Pue000584, August 24, 2001

“Direct Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Attorney General Of Oklahoma,
Before The Oklahoma Corporation Commission Application Of Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Of The Public Utility Division, Oklahoma Corporation Commission, To Require Public
Service Company of OklahomaTo Inform The Commission Regarding Planning Of Energy
Procurement Practices And Risk Management StrategiesAnd For A Determination As To
Appropriate Methods To Lessen The Impact Of Energy Price Volatility Upon Consumers,
Cause No. Pud 2001-00096, May 18, 2001

“Direct Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Attorney General Of Oklahoma,
Before The Oklahoma Corporation Commission Application Of Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Of The Public Utility Division, Oklahoma Corporation Commission, To Require Oklahoma
Gas and Electric Company To Inform The Commission Regarding Planning Of Energy
Procurement Practices And Risk Management StrategiesAnd For A Determination As To
Appropriate Methods To Lessen The Impact Of Energy Price Volatility Upon Consumers,
Cause No. Pud 2001-00095, May 18, 2001

“Direct Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Attorney General Of Oklahoma,
Before The Oklahoma Corporation Commission Application Of Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Of The Public Utility Division, Oklahoma Corporation Commission, To Require Arkla, A
Division of Reliant Energy Resources Corporation To Inform The Commission Regarding
Planning Of Energy Procurement Practices And Risk Management StrategiesAnd For A
Determination As To Appropriate Methods To Lessen The Impact Of Energy Price Volatility
Upon Consumers, Cause No. Pud 2001-00094, May 18, 2001

“Direct Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Attorney General Of Oklahoma,
Before The Oklahoma Corporation Commission Application Of Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Of The Public Utility Division, Oklahoma Corporation Commission, To Require Oklahoma
Natural Gas Company To Inform The Commission Regarding Planning Of Energy
Procurement Practices And Risk Management StrategiesAnd For A Determination As To
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Appropriate Methods To Lessen The Impact Of Energy Price Volatility Upon Consumers,
Cause No. Pud 2001-00097, May 14, 2001

“Affidavit Of Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of The Office Of Consumer Advocate,” Before The
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Consultative Report On Application Of Verizon
Pennsylvanialnc., For FCC Authorization To Provide In-Region Interlata Service In
Pennsylvania Docket M-00001435, February 10, 2001

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper before the Governor’s Task on Electricity Restructuring,” Las
Vegas Nevada, November 30, 2000

“Open Access,” Committee on State Affairs of the Texas House of Representatives, August 16,
2000

“Prepared Statement Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, Director Of Research Consumer Federation of
America, on Internet Consumers Bill of Rights,” Senate Finance Committee Annapolis,
Maryland March 7, 2000

“Prepared Statement Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, Director Of Research Consumer Federation of
America, on Internet Consumers’ Bill of Rights,” House Commerce and Governmental
Matter Committee Annapolis, Maryland February 29, 2000

“Comments Of The Consumer Federation Of America On The Report Of The Expert Review
Panel, To The Budget And Fiscal Management Committee, Metropolitan King County
Council,” October 25, 1999

“Testimony Of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf Of AARP,” In The Matter Of The Commission
Ordered Investigation Of Ameritech Ohio Relative To Its Compliance With Certain
Provisions Of The Minimum Telephone Service Standards Set Forth In Chapter 4901.:1-5,
Ohio Administrative Code, October 20, 1999

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on behalf of Residential Customers, In the Matter of the
[nvestigation on the Commission’s Own Motion Into all Matters Relating to the Merger of
Ameritech Corporation and SBC Communications Inc. before the Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission in Cause NO. 41255, June 22, 1999

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer
Advocate,” before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, In the Matter of the Joint
Petition for Global Resolution of Telecommunications Proceedings, Docket Nos. P-
00991649, P-00981648, June 1999

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer
Advocate,” before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 1n the Matter of the
Acquisition of GTE by Bell Atlantic, Docket Nos. A-310200F0002, A-311350F0002, A-
310222F0002, A-310291F0003, March 23, 1999

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of AARP”_In the Matter of the SBC Ameritech
Merger, Before The Public Utilities Commission Of Ohio, Case No. 99-938-TP-COl,
December 1998

“Preserving Just, Reasonable and Affordable Basic Service Rates,” on behalf of the American
Association of Retired Persons, before the Florida Public Service Commission, Undocketed
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Special Project, 980000A-SP, November 13, 1998.

“Telecommunications Service Providers Should Fund Universal Service,” Joint Meeting
Communications Committee and Ad Hoc Committee on Consumer Affairs, NARUC 110"
Annual Convention, November 8, 1998

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on behalf of AARP, In the Matter of the Joint Application for
Approval of Reorganization of Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois and
Ameritech Illinois Metro, Inc. Into SBC Communications Inc., in Accordance with Section
7-204 of the Public Utility Act, Illinois Commerce Commission, Docket NO. 98-055,
October 1998

“Testimony and Supplemental Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney
General,” before the Department of Public Utilities, State of Connecticut, Joint Application
of SBC Communications Inc. and Southern New England Telecommunications Corporation
for Approval of Change of Control, Docket No. 9802-20, May 7, 1998.

“Affidavit of Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” before the
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Rulemaking on the Commission’s
Own Motion to Govern Open Access to Bottleneck Services and Establish a Framework for
Network Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Investigation on the
Commission’s Own Motion Into Open Access and Network Architecture Devel opment of
Dominant Carrier Networks, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own
Motion Into Competition for Local Exchange Service, Order Instituting, R. 93-04-003, 1.93-
04-002, R. 95-04-043, R.85-04-044. June 1998.

“Stonewalling Local Competition, Consumer Federation of America,” and Testimony of Dr. Mark
N. Cooper on behalf of Citizen Action before the Board of Public Utilities, In the Matter of
the Board's Investigation Regarding the Status of L ocal Exchange Competition in New
Jersey (Docket No. TX98010010), March 23, 1998.

“Direct Testimony of Mark Cooper on Behalf of Residential Consumers,” In the matter of the
Investigation on the Commission’s own motion into any and all matters relating to access
charge reform including, but not limited to high cost or Universal Service funding
mechanisms relative to telephone and telecommuni cations services within the state of
Indiana pursuant to |C-8-1-2-51, 58, 59, 69; 8-1-2.6 Et Sec., and other related state statues,
as well as the Federal TelecommunicationsAct of 1996 (47 U.S.C.) Sec. 151, Et. Sec., before
the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, April 14, 1998

“Affidavit of Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel,” In the
matter of Application of SBC. Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
Service Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance, for Provision of In-Region InterL ATA
Service Texas, Public Utility Commission of Texas, Project 16251, April 1, 1998

“Comments of The Consumer Federation of America,” Re: Case 97-021 - In the Matter of
Petition of New York Telephone Company for approve of its statement of generally accepted
terms and conditions pursuant to Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and
Draft Filing of Petition for InterlL ATA Entry pursuant to Section 271 of the
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Telecommunications Act of 1996, before the State of New York, Public Service Commission,
March 23, 1998.

“Access Charge Reform and Universal Service: A Primer on Economics, Law and Public Policy,”
Open Session, before the Washington Transport and Utility Commission, March 17, 1998

“Responses of Dr Mark N. Cooper on behalf of the American Association of Retired persons and
the Attorney General of Washington,” Public Counsel Section, before the Washington
Transport and Utility Commission, March 17, 1998,

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the North Carolina Justice and
Community Devilment Center,” In the Matter of Establishment of Intrastate Universal
Service Support Mechanisms Pursuant to G.S.62-110 (f) and Section 254 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket
No. P-100, SUB 133g, February 16, 1998

Comments of The Consumer Federation of America,” Re: Case 97-021 - In the Matter of Petition
of New York Telephone Company for approve of its statement of generally accepted terms
and conditions pursuant to Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Draft
Filing of Petition for InterL ATA Entry pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, before the State of New York, Public Service Commission, January 6, 1998.

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Arizona Consumers Council,” I1n the Matter
of the Competition in the Provision of Electric Services Throughout the State of Arizona,
The Arizona Corporation Commission, January 21, 1998

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Virginia Citizens Consumers
Council,” Virginia Electric Power Company, Application of Approval of Alternative
Regulatory Plan, State Corporation Commission of Virginia, December 15, 1997

“Electric Industry Restructuring: Who Wins? Who Loses? Who Cares?’ Hearing on Electric
Utility Deregulation, National Association of Attorneys General, November 18, 1997

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper in Response to the Petition of Enron Energy Services
Power, Inc., for Approval of an Electric Competition and Customer Choice Plan and for
Authority Pursuant to Section 2801 (E)(3) of the Public Utility Code to Service asthe
Provider of Last Resort in the Service Territory of PECO Energy Company on Behalf of the
American Association of Retired Persons,” Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v.
PECO, Docket No. R-00973953, November 7, 1997.

“Policiesto Promote Universal Service and Consumer Protection in the Transition to
Competition in the Electric Utility Industry,” Regulatory Flexibility Committee, Indiana
General Assembly, September 9, 1997

“Reply Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas,” 1n the
Matter of Rulemaking Proceeding to Establish Rules and Procedures Necessary to
Implement the Arkansas Universal Service Fund, Arkansas Public Service Commission,
Docket No. 97-041-R, July 21, 1997
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“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper,” In the Matter of the Rulemaking by the Oklahoma
Corporation Commission to Amend and Establish Certain Rules Regarding the Oklahoma
Universal Service Fund, Cause No. RM 970000022.

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Alliance for South Carolina’s
Children,” In Re: Intrastate Universal Service Fund, before the Public Service Commission
of South Carolina, Docket NO. 97-239-C, July 21, 1997

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of Kentucky Youth Advocate, Inc.,” In the
Matter of Inquiry into Universal Service and Funding Issues, before the Public Service
Commission Commonwealth of Kentucky, Administrative Case NO. 360, July 11, 1997

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of Public Utility Counsel,
Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for Non-Rate Affecting Changesin
Genera Exchange Tariff, Section 23, Pursuant to PURA95 s.3.53 (D), before the Public
Utility Commission of Texas, July 10, 1997

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons,”
Application of Pennsylvania Power and Light Company for Approval of its Restructuring
Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, Docket No. R-00973954, July 2, 1997

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons,”
Application of PECO Company for Approval of its Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806
of the Public Utility Code, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, June 20, 1997

“Initial Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas,” 1n the
Matter of Rulemaking Proceeding to Establish Rules and Procedures Necessary to
Implement the Arkansas Universal Service Fund, Arkansas Public Service Commission,
Docket No. 97-041-R, June 16, 1997

“A New Paradigm for Consumer Protection,” National Association of Attorney’s General, 1997
Spring Consumer Protection Seminar, April 18, 1997.

“Statement of Dr Mark N. Cooper,” Project on Industry Restructuring, Public Utility Commission
of Texas, Project No. 15000, May 28, 1996

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper Submitted on behalf of The American Association of
Retired Persons, before the Public Service Commission, State of New York, In the Matter of
Competitive Opportunities Case 94-E-0952 New York State Electric and Gas Co. 96-E-
0891; Rochester Gas and Electric Corp. 96-E-0898 Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Inc. 96-E-0897

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of Office of Consumer Advocate,” before
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Bureau of Consumer Servicesv. Operator Communications, Inc. D/b/a Oncor
Communications, Docket No. C-00946417, May 2, 1997

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on Behalf of New York Citizens Utility Board, the
Consumer Federation of America, the American Association of Retired Persons, Consumers
Union, Mr. Mark Green, Ms. Catherine Abate, the Long Island Consumer Energy Project,”
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before the Public Service Commission, State of New York, Proceeding on Motion of the
Commission as the Rates, Charges, Rules and Regulations of New York Telephone
Company, NYNEX Corporation and Bell Atlantic Corporation for a Declaratory Ruling that
the Commission L acks Jurisdiction to Investigate and A pprove a Proposed Merger Between
NYNEX and aSubsidiary of Bell Atlantic, or, in the Alternative, for Approval of the Merger,
Case 96-¢-603, November 25, 1996

“Consumer Protection Under Price Cap Regulation: A Comparison of U.S. Practices and
Canadian Company Proposals,” before the CRTC, Price Cap Regulation and Related
Matters, Telecom Public Notice CRTC, 96-8, on behalf of Federation Nationale des
Associations de Consommateurs du Quebec and the National Anti-Poverty Organization,
August 19, 1996

“Responses of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Oklahoma,” In the

Matter of the Rulemaking by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission to Establish Rules and
Regulations Concerning Universal Service, Cause NO. RM 96000015, May 29, 1996

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Oklahoma,” In the

Matter of the Oklahoma Corporation Commission to Establish Rules and Regulations
Concerning Pay Telephones, Cause NO. RM 96000013, May 1996

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Oklahoma,” In the
Matter of An Inquiry by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission into Alternative Forms of
Regulation Concerning Telecommunications Service, Cause NO. RM 950000404

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper to the System Benefits Workshop,” Project on Industry
Restructuring, Project No. 15000, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, May 28,
1996

“Remarks of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, Panel o n Service Quality from the Consumer Perspective,”
NARUC Winter Meetings, Washington, D.C., February 26, 1996

“Attorney General’s Comments,” Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, I1n the Matter
of the Non-Traffic Sensitive Elements of Intrastate Access Charges and Carrier Common
Line and Universal Service Fund Tariffs of the L ocal Exchange Companies, Docket NO. 86-
159-U, November 14, 1995

“Reply Comments and Proposed Rules of the Oklahoma Attorney General,” Before the
Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma, In the Matter of the Rulemaking of the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission to Establish Rules and Regulations for L ocal
Competition in the Telecommunications Market, Cause No. RM 950000019, October 25,
1995

“Remarks of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons to
the Members of the Executive Committee,” Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, in the
Matter of the Investigation on the Commission’s Own Motion into Any and All Matters
Relating to L ocal Telephone Exchange Competition Within the State of Indiana, Cause No.
39983, September 28, 1995
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“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of Public Utility Counsel,”
before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Petition of MCI Telecommunications
Corporation for an Investigation of the Practices of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
Regarding the 713 Numbering Plan Area and Request for a Cease and Desist Order Against
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, SOAH Docket No. 473-95-1003, September 22,
1995

“Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of the Attorney General State
of Arkansas,” Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, In the Matter of an Earnings
Review of GTE Arkansas Incorporated, Docket NO. 94-301-U, August 29, 1995

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of Public Utility Counsel,”
before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Petition of MCI Telecommunications
Corporation for an Investigation of the Practices of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
Regarding the 214 Numbering Plan Area and Request for a Cease and Desist Order Against
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket NO. 14447, August 28, 1995

“Direct Testimony of Mark N. Cooper On Behalf of the Office of the People's Counsel of the
District of Columbia,” Before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, In
the Matter of Investigation Into the Impact of the AT& T Divestiture and Decisions of the
Federal Communi cations Commission on the Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone
Company’s Jurisdictional Rates, July 14, 1995

“Comments of Consumer Action and the Consumer Federation of America,” Before the Public
Utilities Commission of California, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own
Motion into competition for L ocal Exchange Service, Docket Nos. R. 95-04-043 and |. 95-
04-044, May 23, 1995

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Arkansas Attorney General,” before the
Arkansas Public Service Commission, In the Matter of an Earnings Review of Southwestern
Bell Telephone Company, Docket NO. 92-260-U, April 21, 1995

“Promoting Competition and Ensuring Consumer Protection on the Information Superhighway,
Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons
and the Consumer Federation of America on Proposed Revisions of Chapter 364,”
Committee on Commerce and Economic Opportunities, Florida Senate, April 4, 1995

“Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Dr. Mark N. cooper on Behalf of the Division of consumer
Advocacy,” In the Matter of Public Utilities Commission Instituting a Proceeding on
Communications, Including an Investigation of the Communications Infrastructurein
Hawaii, docket No. 7701, March 24, 1995

“Promoting Competition and Ensuring Consumer Protection on the Information Superhighway,
Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons
and the Consumer Federation of America on Proposed Revisions of Chapter 364,” Florida
House of Representative, March 22, 1995

“Prepared Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of the Attorney General
State of Arkansas,” Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, In the Matter of an
Earnings Review of GTE Arkansas Incorporated, Docket NO. 94-301-U, March 17, 1995
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“ Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper,” DPUC Investigation into The Southern New England Cost
of Providing Service, Docket No. 94-10-01, January 31, 1995

“ Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper,” DPUC Exploration of Universal Service Policy Options,
Docket No. 94-07-08, November 30, 1994

“ Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper,” DPUC Investigation of Local Service Options, including
Basic Telecommunications Service Policy Issues and the Definition of Basic
Telecommunications Service, Docket No. 94-07-07, November 15, 1994

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of Attorney General of the Commonwealth of
Kentucky, Utility and Rate Intervention Division, before the Public Service Commission,
Commonwealth of Kentucky, Case No. 94-121, August 29, 1994

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons,”
before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, In the Matter of the Application of the Ohio
Bell Telephone Company for Approval of an Alternative Form of Regulation and In the
Matter of the Complaint of the Office of Consumers Counsel, v. Ohio Bell Telephone
Company, Relative to the Alleged Unjust and Unreasonable Rates and Charges, Case Nos.
93-487-TP-ALT, 93-576-TP-CSS, May 5, 1994

“Reply Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas,” before
the Arkansas Public Service Commission, in the Matter of the Consideration of Expanded
Calling Scopes and the Appropriate NTS Allocation and Return on Investments for the
Arkansas Carrier Common Line Pool, Docket No. 93125-U, May 4, 1994

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas,” before
the Arkansas Public Service Commission, in the Matter of the Consideration of Expanded
Calling Scopes and the Appropriate NTS Allocation and Return on Investments for the
Arkansas Carrier Common Line Pool, Docket No. 93125-U, April 22, 1994

“Comments of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of Consumers Union, Southwest Regional Office,
before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Request for Comments on the Method by
which L ocal Exchange Services are Priced, Project No. 12771, April 18, 1994

“Comments of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons,”
Before the Tennessee Public Service Commission, |nquiry for Telecommunications Rule
making Regarding Competition in the L ocal Exchange, Docket No. 94-00184, March 15,
1994

“Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Virginia Citizens Consumer
Council, Inc., before the State Corporation Commission at Richmond, Commonwealth of
Virginia, In the Matter of Evaluating Investigating the Telephone Regulatory Case No.
PUC930036 M ethods Pursuant to Virginia Code S 56-235.5, March 15, 1994

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Virginia Citizens Consumer Council, Inc.,
before the State Corporation Commission at Richmond, Commonwealth of Virginia, In the
Matter of Evaluating Investigating the Telephone Regulatory Case No. PUC930036 M ethods
Pursuant to Virginia Code S 56-235.5, February 8, 1994
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“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of The American Association of Retired Persons,
Citizen Action Coalition, Indiana Retired Teachers Association, and United Senior Action,
before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Cause No. 39705, December 17, 1993

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Virginia Citizens Consumer Council, Inc.,”
before the State Corporation Commission at Richmond, Commonwealth of Virginia, In the
Matter of Evaluating the Experimental Plan for Alternative Regulation of Virginia Telephone
Companies, Case No. PUC920029, October 22, 1993

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General,” before the Arkansas
Public Service Commission, In the Matter of An Earnings Review of Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, Docket No. 92-260-U, 93-114-C, August 5, 1993

“Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Attorney General,” before the
Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri, The Staff of the Missouri Public
Service Commission vs. Southwestern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company, Case No.
TO-93-192, April 30, 1993

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Office of Consumer Counsel,” before
the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado, In the Matter of the Investigatory
Docket Concerning Integrated Service Digital Network, Docket No. 921-592T

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the People’s Counsel,” before the Florida
Public Service Commission, Comprehensive Review of the Revenue Requirement and Rate
Stabilization Plan of Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company, Docket No. 900960-
TL, November 16, 1992

“Direct Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the American Association of Retired
Persons,” before the Florida Public Service Commission, Comprehensive Review of the
Revenue Requirement and Rate Stabilization Plan of Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph
Company, Docket No. 900960-TL, November 16, 1992

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper” before the Regulatory Flexibility Committee, General
Assembly, State of Indiana, August 17, 1992

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper On Behalf of the Consumer Advocate,” before the Public
Service Commission of South Carolina, Petition of the Consumer Advocate for the State of
South Carolinato Modify Southern Bell’s Call Trace Offering, Docket No. 92-018-C, August
5, 1992

“Telecommunications Infrastructure Hoax,” before the Public Service Commission of Colorado,
Conference on ISDN for the Rest of Us, April 23, 1992

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” before
the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma, In the Matter of the Corporation
Commission’s Notice of Inquiry Regarding Telecommunications Standards in Oklahoma,
Cause No. PUD 1185, February 28, 1992

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” before
the Georgia Public Service Commission, In the Matter of A Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company Cross-subsidy, Docket No. 3987-U, February 12, 1992
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“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” before
the Arkansas Public Service Commission, in the Matter of an Inquiry into Alternative Rate of
Return Regulation for Local Exchange Companies, Docket No. 91-204-U, February 10, 1992

“Statement on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of Americaon HB 1076,” before the Missouri
General Assembly, January 29, 1992

“Testimony on behalf of the American Association of Retired Persons and the Consumer
Federation of America,” before the Legislative PC. 391 Study Committee of the Public
Service Commission of Tennessee, January 13, 1992

“Direct Testimony on Behalf of the “Consumer Advocate,” Public Service Commission State of
South Carolina, In the Matter of the Application of Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph
Company for Approval of Revision to its General Subscribers Service Tariff (Caller ID),
Docket No. 89-638-C, December 23, 1991

“Comments of the Consumer Federation of America on Proposed Telecommunications
Regulation in New Jersey (S36-17/A-5063),” New Jersey State Senate, December 10, 1991

“Comments of the Consumer Federation of America,” Before the Public Service Commission,
State of Maryland, In the Matter of a Generic Inquiry by the Commission Into the Plans of
the Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company of Maryland to Modernize the
Telecommunications Infrastructure, Case No. 8388, November 7, 1991

“On Behalf of the Office of Consumers Counsel,” before the Public Utilities Commission of
Ohio, In the Matter of the Application of the Ohio Bell Telephone Company to Reviseits
Exchange and Network Services Tariff, PU.C.O. No. 1, to Establish Regulations, Rates, and
Charges for Advanced Customer Calling Servicesin Section 8. The New Feature Associated
with the New Serviceis Caller ID, Case No. 90-467-TP-ATA; In the Matter of the
Application of the Ohio Bell Telephone Company to Revise its Exchange and Network
Service Tariff, RPU.C.O. No 1, to Establish Regulations, Rates and Charges for Advanced
Customer Calling Servicesin Section 8., The New Feature Associated with the New Service
isAutomatic Callback, Case No. 90-471-TP-ATA, September 3, 1991

“On Behdlf of the American Association of Retired Persons,” Before the Senate Select
Telecommunications I nfrastructure and Technology Committee, 119th Ohio General
Assembly, July 3, 1991

“On Behalf of the Cook County State’sAttorney,” before the Illinois Commerce Commission, In
Re: Proposed Establishment of a Custom Calling Service Referred to as Caler ID and
Related Custom Service, Docket Nos. 90-0465 and 90-0466, March 29, 1991

“On Behalf of the Vermont Public Interest Research Group,” before the Public Service Board In
Re: Investigation of New England Telephone and Telegraph Company’s Phonesmart Call
Management Services, Docket No. 54-04, December 13, 1990

“On Behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate,” before the State of 1owa, Department of
Commerce, Utilities Division, In Re: Caller ID and Related Custom Service, Docket No.
INU-90-2, December 3, 1990
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“On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel,” before the Florida Public Service Commission, In
Re: Proposed Tariff Filings by Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company When a
Nonpublished Number Can be Disclosed and Introducing Caller ID to Touchstar Service,
Docket No. 891194-Tl, September 26, 1990

“On Behalf of the Office of Public Advocate,” before the Public Service Commission, State of
Delaware, In the Matter of: The Application of the Diamond State Telephone Company for
Approva of Rules and Rates for aNew Service Known as Caller* 1D, PSC Docket No. 90-
6T, September 17, 1990

“On Behalf of the Maryland People’s Counsel,” before The Public Service Commission of
Maryland, In the Matter of Provision of Caller Identification Service by the Chesapeake and
Potomac Company of Maryland, Case No. 8283, August 31, 1990

“On Behalf of the Office of Attorney General,” before the Commonwealth of Kentucky, Public
Service Commission, In the Matter of the Tariff Filing of GTE South Incorporated to
Establish Custom Local Area Signaling Service, Case No. 90-096, August 14, 1990

“On Behalf of the Consumers’ Utility Counsel,” before the Georgia Public Service Commission
Re: Southern Bell Telephone Company’s Proposed Tariff Revisions for Authority to
Introduce Caller ID, Docket No. 3924-U, May 7, 1990

“Testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Caller Identification” before the Committee on
Constitutional and Administrative L aw, House of Delegates, Annapolis, Maryland, February
22,1990

“On Behalf of the Office of People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia,” before the Public
Service Commission of the District of Columbiain the Matter of the Application of the

Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company to Offer Return Call and Caller ID within the
District of Columbia, Case No. 891, February 9, 1990

“On Behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate” before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission in the M atter of Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. The Bell Telephone
Company of Pennsylvania, Docket NO. R-891200, May 1989.

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, Joint Hearing on the Public Utility Holding Company Act of
1935,” Committees on Finance and Technology and Electricity, National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners, February 28, 1989

“On Behalf of Manitoba Anti-poverty Organization, the Manitoba Society of Seniors and the
Consumers Association of Canada (Manitoba)” before the Public Utilities Board in the
Matter of the Request of Manitoba Telephone System for a General Rate Review, February
16, 1989

“On Behalf of the Ohio Consumers Counsel, In the Matter of the Application of GTE MTO Inc.
for Authority to Increase and Adjust its Rates and Charges and to Change Regulations and
Practices Affecting the Same, Case No. 87-1307-TP- Air,” before the Public Utility
Commission of Ohio, May 8, 1988
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“On Behalf of the Evelyn Soloman, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission as to the Rates,
Charges and Regulations of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Case Nos. 29670 and
29671, before the State of New York Public Service Commission, February 16, 1988

“An Economic Perspective - The Status of Competition in the Telecommunications Industry and
Its Impact on Taxation Policy,” Before the Joint Subcommittee on the Taxation of The
Telecommunications Industry, December 8, 1987

“On Behalf of the Office of Consumer Counsel, State of Washington,” In the Matter of the
Petition of AT& T Communications of Pacific Northwest, Inc. for Classification asa
Competitive Telecommunications Company, March 24, 1987

“On Behalf of ManitobaAnti-poverty Organization and the Manitoba Society of Seniors,” before
the Public Utilities Board in the Matter of the Request of M anitoba Telephone System for a
General Rate Review, March 16, 1987

“On Behalf of the Office of Consumers Counsel, State of Ohio,” In the Matter of the Application
of the Ohio Bell Telephone Company for Authority to Amend Certain of its Intrastate Tariffs
to Increase and Adjust the Rates and Charges and to Change its Regulations and Practices
Affecting the Same, Case No. 84-1435-TP-AIR, April 6, 1986

“On Behalf of ManitobaAnti-poverty Organization and Manitoba Society of Seniors,” before the
Public Utilities Board in the Matter of the Request of Manitoba Telephone System for a
General Rate Review, February 6, 1986

“On Behalf of Mississippi Legal Services Coalition, in the Matter of Notice by Mississippi Power
and Light of Intent to Change Rates’ Before the Mississippi Public Service Commission,
April 15, 1985

“On Behalf of the Universal ServiceAlliance, inthe Matter of the Application of New York
Telephone Company for Changesin it Rates, Rules, and Regulations for Telephone Service,
State of New York Public Service Commission, Case No. 28961, April 1, 1985

“On Behalf of North CarolinaLegal Services, in the Matter of Application of Continental
Telephone Company of North Carolinafor an Adjustment of its Rates and Charges, Before
the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-128, Sub 7, February 20, 1985

“On Behalf of the Consumer Advocate in re: Application of Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company for Approval Increasesin Certain of Its Intrastate Rates and Charges,”
Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. 84-308-c, October 25,
1984

“On Behalf of the Office of the Consumers Counsel in the Matter of the Commission
Investigation into the Implementation of Lifeline Telephone Service by Local Exchange
Companies,” Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case No. 84-734-TP-COl,
September 10, 1984

“On Behalf of North Carolina Legal Services Resource Center in the Matter of Application
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company for an Adjustment in its Rates and Charges
Applicableto Intra-state Telephone Servicein North Carolina,” Before the North Carolina
Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-55, Sub 834, September 4, 1984
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“On Behalf of Mississippi Lega Services Coalition in the Matter of the Citation to Show Cause
Why the Mississippi Power and Light Company and Middle South Energy Should not
Adhere to the Representation Relied Upon by the Mississippi Public Service Commission in
Determining the Need and Economic Justification for Additional Generating Capacity in the
Form of A Rehearing on Certification of the Grand Gulf Nuclear Project,” Before the
Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket No. U-4387, August 13, 1984

“On Behalf of the Mississippi Legal Services Corporation Re: Notice of Intent to Change Rates
of South Central Bell Telephone Company for Its Intrastate Telephone Service in Mississippi

Effective January 1, 1984,” before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket No.
U-4415, January 24, 1984

“The Impact of Rising Energy Prices on the Low Income Population of the Nation, the South, and
the Gulf Coast Region,” before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket
No. U4224, November 1982

“In the Matter of the Joint Investigation of the Public Service Commission and the Maryland
Energy Office of the Implementation by Public Utility Companies Serving Maryland
Residents of the Residential Conservation Service Plan,” before the Public Service
Commission of the State of Maryland, October 12, 1982

“The Impact of Rising Utility Rates on he Budgets of Low Income Households in the Region of
the United States Served by the Mississippi Power Company and South Central Bell

Telephone Company,” before the Chancery Court of Forrest County, Mississippi, October 6,
1982

“The Impact of Rising Energy Prices on the Low Income Population of the Nation, the South and

the Gulf Coast Region,” before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket No. U-
4190, August 1982

FEDERAL AGENCIESAND COURTS

“Comments and Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation Of Americaand Consumers
Union In Opposition To The Transfer Of Licenses,” Applications of Adelphia
Communications Corporation, Comcast Corporation and Time Warner Cable Inc., For
Authority to Assign and/or Transfer Control of Various Licenses, Before the Federal
Communications Commission, MM Docket No. 05-192

“Petition to Deny of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, and USPIRG, In
the Matter of Applications of SBC Communications Inc. and AT& T Corporation to Transfer
Control of Section 214 and 308 Licenses and Authorizations and Cable L anding Licenses,
WC Docket No. 05-65, April 25, 2005

“Petition to Deny of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, and USPIRG, In
the Matter of Applications of Verizon Communications Inc. and MCI Inc. Applications for
Approval of Transfer of Control of Section, WC Docket No. 05-75, May 9, 2005
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“Comments of the Consumer Federation of America and Consumers Union,” before the Federa

Communications Commission, |n the Matter of Broadcast L ocalism MB Docket No. 04-233,
November 1, 2004

“Comments and Reply Comments of Dr. Mark Cooper on Behalf of the Texas Office of Public
Utility Counsel and the Consumer Federation of America,” before the Federa
Communications Commission, I1n the Matter of Final Unbundling Rules, Docket Nos. WC-
04-313, CC-01-338, October 4, October 19, 2004.

“Comments and Reply Comments of Consumers Union and the Consumer Federation of
America,” In the Matter of Comments Requested on a La Carte and Themed Tier
Programming and Pricing Options for Programming Distribution on Cable Television and
Direct Broadcast Satellite Systems, before the Federal Communications Commission, MB
Docket No. 04-207, July 13, 2004, August 13, 2004

“Affidavit of Mark Cooper,” Prometheus Radio Project, et a. v. Federal Communications
Commission and United States of America, No. 03-3388, et a., August 6, 2004

“Comments Of Consumer Federation Of Americaand Consumers Union,” In The Matter Of |P-
Enabled Services, Petition Of SBC Communications Inc. For Forbearance, Before The
Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 04-29, 04-36, July 14, 2004

“Testimony of Mark Cooper,” before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Solicitation
Processes for Public Utilities, June 10, 2004

“Petition to Deny and Reply to Opposition of the Consumer Federation of Americaand
Consumers Union,” In the Matter of Applications for the Transfer of Control of Licenses and
Authorization from AT& T Wireless Services, Inc., and its Subsidiaries to Cingular Wireless
Corporation, before the Federal Communications Commission, WT Docket No. 04-70,
May3, May 20, 1004

“Opposition to the Petitions for Reconsideration, Reply comments of the Consumer Federation
of America,” In the Matter of Digital Broadcast Content Protection, Implementation of
Section 304 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Commercial Availability of Navigation
Devices, Compatibility Between Cable Systems and Consumer Electronic Equipment, before

the Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. M B-02-230, CS-97-80, PP-00-67,
March 15, 2004

“Petition for Reconsideration of the Consumer Federation of America and Consumers Union,” In
The Matter Of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review — Review of the Commission’s Broadcast
Ownership Rules and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Cross-Ownership of Broadcast Stations and Newspapers
Rules and Policies Concerning Multiple Ownership of Radio Broadcast Stations in Local
Market, Definition of Radio Markets, Federal Communications Commission, MB Docket
No. 02-277, MM Docket Nos. 00-244, 01-235, 01-317, September 4, 2003

“Reply Comments Of Consumer Federation Of America,” In the Matter of Second Periodic
Review of the  Commission’s Rules and Policies Affecting the Conversion To Digital
Television, Public Interest Obligations of TV Broadcast Licensees, Children’s Television
Obligations Digital Television Broadcaster, Standardized and Enhanced Disclosure
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Requirements for Television Broadcast Licensee, Public Interest Obligations, Before the
Federal Communications Commission, MB Docket No. 03-15,RM 9832, MM Docket Nos.
99-360, 00-167, 00-168, May 21, 2003

“Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation of America,” In the Matter of Digital Broadcast
Copy Protection, Federal Communications Commission, MB Docket NO. 02-230, February
18, 2003

“Comments of Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, Center for Digital
Democracy, MediaAccess Project,” In The Matter Of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review —
Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant
to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Cross-Ownership of Broadcast
Stations and Newspapers Rules and Policies Concerning Multiple Ownership of Radio
Broadcast Stationsin Local Market, Definition of Radio Markets, Federal Communications
Commission, MB Docket No. 02-277, MM Docket Nos. 00-244, 01-235, 01-317, Comments
January 3, 2003, Reply Comments February 3, 2003

“Comments of the Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel, The Consumer Federation of America,
Consumers Union,” In the Matter of Petition for Declaratory Ruling that AT& T's Phone-to-
Phone | P Telephony Services are Exempt from Access Charges, Federal communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-361, January 18, 2003

“Comments of Arizona Consumers Council, California Public Interest Research Group, Colorado
Public Interest Research Group, Columbia Consumer Education Council, Consumer
Assistance Council (MA) Consumer Federation of America, Florida Consumer Action
Network, Massachusetts Consumers Council, North Carolina Public Interest Research
Group, Oregon State Public Interest Research Group, Texas Consumers’ Association, The
Consumer’sVoice, USAction, Virginia's Citizens Consumer Council, In the Matter of
Digital Broadcast Copy Protection, Federal Communications Commission, MB Docket NO.
02-230, December 6, 2002

“Initial Comments of the Consumer Federation of America,” Remedying Undue Discrimination
through Open Access Transmission Service and Standard Electricity market Design, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. RM-01-12-000, October 15, 2002

“An Economic Explanation of Why the West and South Want to Avoid Being Infected by FERC's
SMD and Why Market Monitoring is Not an Effective Cure for the Disease,” SMD Market
Metrics Conference, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, October 2, 2002

“Bringing New Auto Sales and Service Into the 21% Century: Eliminating Exclusive Territories
and Restraints on Trade Will Free Consumers and Competition,” Workshop on
Anticompetitive Efforts to Restrict Competition on the Internet, Federal Trade Commission,
October 7, 2002

“Once Money Talks, Nobody Else Can: The Public’s first Amendment Assets Should Not Be
Auctioned to Media Moguls and Communications Conglomerates,” In the Matter of
Spectrum Policy Task Force Seeks Public Comment on Issues Related to Commission’s
Spectrum Policy, Federal Communications Commission, DA 02-1221, ET Docket No. 02-
135, July 8, 2002
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“Comments Of The Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel, Consumer Federation Of America,
Consumers Union, MediaAccess Project, And The Center For Digital Democracy,” Federd
Communications Commission, In the Matter of Appropriate Framework for Broadband
Access to the Internet Over Wireline Facilities Universal Service Obligations of Broadband
Providers Computer 111 Further Remand Proceedings. Bell Operating Company Provision of
Enhanced Services; 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review —Review of Computer 111 and ONA
Safeguards And Requirements, CC Dockets Nos. 02-3395-20, 98-10, July 1, 2002

“Comments of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, Center for Digital
Democracy, The Office of Communications of the United Church of Christ, Inc., National
Association of Telecommunications Officers and Advisors, Association for Independent
Video Filmmakers, National Alliance for MediaArts and Culture, and the Alliance for
Community Media.” Federal Communications Commission, Inthe Matter of Implementation
of Section 11 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992
Implementation of Cable Act Reform Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 The
Commission’s Cable Horizontal and Vertical Ownership Limits and Attribution Rules
Review of the Commission’s Regulations Governing Attribution Of Broadcast and Cable/
MDS Interests Review of the Commission’s Regulations and Policies Affecting Investment
In the Broadcast Industry Reexamination of the Commission’s Cross-Interest Policy, CS
Docket No. 98-82, CS Docket No. 96-85, MM Docket No. 92-264, MM Docket No. 94-150,
MM Docket No. 92-51, MM Docket No. 87-154

“Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, Center for Digital
Democracy, and MediaAccess Project,” in Federal Communications Commission, Inthe
Matter of Implementation of Section 11 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992 Implementation of Cable Act Reform Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 The Commission’s Cable Horizontal and Vertical
Ownership Limits and Attribution Rules Review of the Commission’s Regulations
Governing Attribution Of Broadcast and Cable/MDS Interests Review of the Commission’s
Regulations and Policies Affecting Investment In the Broadcast Industry Reexamination of
the Commission’s Cross-Interest Policy, CS Docket No. 98-82, CS Docket No. 96-85, MM
Docket No. 92-264, MM Docket No. 94-150, MM Docket No. 92-51, MM Docket No. 87-154.

“Petition to Deny of Arizona Consumers Council, Association Of Independent Video And
Filmmakers, CalPIRG, Center For Digital Democracy, Center For Public Representation,
Chicago Consumer Coalition, Civil Rights Forum On Communications Policy, Citizen
Action Of Illinois, Consumer Action, Consumer Assistance Council, Consumer Federation
Of America, Consumer Fraud Watch, Consumers United/Minnesotans For Safe Food,
Consumers Union, Consumers’ Voice, Democratic Process Center, Empire State Consumer
Association, Florida Consumer Action Network, ILPIRG (Illinois), Massachusetts
Consumers Coalition, MassPIRG, MediaAccess Project, Mercer County Community Action,
National Alliance For MediaArts And Culture, MontPIRG, New York Citizens Utility Board,
NC PIRG, North Carolina Justice And Community Development Center, OsPIRG(Oregon
State), Oregon Citizens Utility Board, Texas Consumer Association, Texas Watch, United
Church Of Christ, Office Of Communication, Inc., US PIRG, Virginia Citizens Consumer
Council, WashPIRG, Wisconsin Consumers League, ” In the Matter of Application for
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Consent to the Transfer of Control of Licenses Comcast Corporation and AT& T Corporation,
Transferors, to AT& T Comcast Corporation, Transferee, April 29, 2002

“Tunney Act Comments of Consumer Federation of America, Connecticut Citizen Action Group,
ConnPIRG, Consumer Federation of California, Consumers Union, Florida consumer Action
Network, Florida PIRG, lowa PIRG, Massachusetts Consumer’s Coalition, MassPIRG, Media
Access Project, U.S. PIRG”, in the United Sates v. Microsoft Corp, Civil Action No. 98-
1232, (Jan. 25, 2002)

“Comments of Consumer Federation of America, et a,” In the Matter of Implementation of
Section 11 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992,
Implementation of Cable Act Reform Provisions of the * Telecommunications Act of 1996,
The Commission’s Cable Horizontal and Vertical Ownership Limits and Attribution Rules,
Review of the Commission’s Regulations Governing Attribution of Broadcast and Cable
MDS Interests, Review of the Commission’s Regulations and Policies Affecting Investment
in the Broadcast Industry, Reexamination of the Commission’s Cross-Interest Policy, CS
Docket Nos. 98-82, 96-85; MM Docket Nos. 92-264, 94-150, 92-51, 87-154, January 4,
2002.

“Comments of Consumers Union, Consumer Federation of America, Civil Rights Forum, Center
for Digital Democracy, Leadership Conference on Civil Rights and MediaAccess Project,
before the Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Cross Ownership of
Broadcast Station and Newspaper/Radio Cross-Ownership Waiver Policy, MM Docket No.
01-235, 96-197; December 3, 2001)

“Motion To Intervene And Request For Rehearing Of The Consumer Federation Of America,”
before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, San Diego Gas & Electric Company,
Complaint, v. All Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services Into Markets Operated by the
Cdlifornialndependent System Operator and the California Power Exchange, Docket Nos.
EL00-95-000 et a,

“Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation Of America,” before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Complaint, v. All Sellers of
Energy and Ancillary ServicesInto Markets Operated by the Californialndependent System
Operator and the California Power Exchange, Docket Nos. EL 00-95-000 et al,

“Reply Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel, Consumer Federation Of America,
Consumers Union,” Federal Communications Commission, In The Matter Of Inquiry
Concerning High Speed Access To The Internet Over Cable And Other Facilities, GN Docket
No. 00-185, January 11, 2001

“Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel, Consumer Federation Of America,
Consumers Union,” Federal Communications Commission, In The Matter Of Inquiry
Concerning High Speed Access To The Internet Over Cable And Other Facilities, GN Docket
No. 00-185, December 1, 2000

“ Statement before the en banc Hearing in the Matter of the Application of America Online, Inc.
and Time Warner, Inc. for Transfer of Control,” Federal Communications Commission, July
27, 2000
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“Petition to Deny of Consumers Union, the Consumer Federation of America, MediaAccess
Project and Center for Media Education,” In the Matter of Application of AmericaOnline,
Inc. and Time Warner for Transfer of Control, CS 00-30, April 26, 2000

“Comments Of The Consumer Federation Of America, In the Matter of Application of SBC
Communications Inc. and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and Southwestern Bell
Communications Services, Inc. D/B/A Southwestern Bell long Distance for Provision of In-
Region, InterLATA Servicesin Texas, Before the Federal Communications Commission, CC
Docket No. 00-4, February 28, 2000

“Consumer Federation Of America, Request For Reconsideration Regional Transmission
Organizations,” Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. RM 99-2-000; Order
No. 2000, January 20, 2000

“Reply Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel Consumer Federation Of America
Consumers Union (Joint Consumer Commentors), In the Matter of Access Charge Reform
Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers Low Volume Long Distance
Users Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service, Before The Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 96-262, CC Docket No. 94-1, CC Docket No. 99-249, CC
Docket No. 96-45, December 3, 1999.

“Reply Comments Of The Consumer Federation Of America, Consumers Union, and AARP,
Proposed Transfer Of Control SBC And Ameritech,” Before the Federal Communications
Commission, Cc Docket No. 98-141, November 16, 1999

“Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel Consumer Federation Of America
Consumers Union (Joint Consumer Commentors), In the Matter of Access Charge Reform
Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers Low Volume Long Distance
Users Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service, Before The Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 96-262, CC Docket No. 94-1, CC Docket No. 99-249, CC
Docket No. 96-45, November 12, 1999.

“Reply Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel Consumer Federation Of America
Consumers Union (Joint Consumer Commentors), In the Matter of Low Volume Long
Distance Users Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service, Before The Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 99-249, October 20, 1999.

“Comments Of The Consumer Federation Of America,” In the Matter of Application of New
York Telephone Company (d/b/a/ Bell Atlantic — New York, Bell Atlantic Communications,
Inc. NYNEX Long Distance Company and Bell Atlantic Global Networks, Inc., for
Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterL ATA Servicesin New York, Before the Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 99-295, October 20, 1999

“Comments Of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel Consumer Federation Of America
Consumers Union (Joint Consumer Commentors), In the Matter of Low Volume Long
Distance Users Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service, Before The Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 99-249, September 20, 1999

“Reply Comments of Consumer Federation of Americaon Joint Petition for Waiver,” before the
Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Implementation of the Subscriber
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Carrier Selection Changes Provision of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Policies and
Rule Concerning Unauthorized Changes of Consumers Long Distance Carriers, CC Docket
NO. 94-129, FCC 98-334

“Joint Comments of Texas Office Of Public Utility Counsel Consumer Federation Of America
National Association Of State Utility Consumer Advocates Consumers Union,” In the Matter
of Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service Access Charge Reform Before The
Federal Communications Commission, Before The Federal Communications Commission,
CC Docket No. 96-45, CC Docket No. 96-262, July 23, 1999

“Affidavit of Dr. Mark N. Cooper on Behalf of Consumer Intervenors,” RE: In the Matter of
Applications for Consent to the Transfer Of Control of Licenses and Section 214
Authorizations from Ameritech Corporation, Transfer, to SBC Communications Inc.,
Transferee, Before The Federal Communications Commission, CC Dkt. No. 98-141, July 17,
1999.

“Reply comments of the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union and AARP, before
the Federal communications Commission, before the Federal Communications Commission,
Proposed Transfer of Control SBC and Ameritech, CC Docket” No. 98-141, November 16,
1998.

“Comments and Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation of America, International
Communications Association and National Retail Federation Petition,” before the Federal
Communications Commission, In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Price Cap
Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, Consumer Federation of America,
International Communications Association and National Retail Federation Petition
Requesting Amendment of the Commission’s Rules Regarding Access Charge Reform and
Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket Nos. 96-262, 94-1, RM 9210, October 25, 1998, November 9,
1998.

L etter to William E. Kennard, on behalf of The Consumer Federation of America, in Reciprocal
Compensation of Internet Traffic, November 5, 1998.

Preserving Affordable Basic Service Under the’ 96 Telecom Act, to the Federal Communications
Commission and the Federal-State Joint Board, October 29, 1998.

“Reply Comments Of The Consumer Federation Of AmericaAnd Consumers Union,” before The
Federal Communications Commission. In The Matter Of Deployment Of Wireline Services
Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, Etc., CC Docket Nos. 98-147, 98-11 98-
26, 98-32, 98-78, 98-91, CCB/CPD Docket N. 98-15 RM 9244, October 16, 1998

“The Impact of Telephone Company Megamergers on the Prospect for Competition in Local
Markets, before the Federal communications Commission, before the Federal
Communications Commission, Proposed Transfer of Control SBC and Ameritech, CC
Docket” No. 98-141, October 15, 1998

The Impact of Telephone Company Megamergers on the Prospect for Competition in Local
Markets, Comments of The Consumer Federation of America and Consumers Union, before
the Federal communications Commission, before the Federal Communications Commission,
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Proposed Transfer of Control SBC and Ameritech, CC Docket” No. 98-141, October 15,
1998

Letter to William E. Kennard, on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America, in Re: Pass
through of Access Charge Reductions, August 13, 1998.

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” Inthe
Matter of Federa-State Joint Board On Universal Service Forward L ooking Mechanismsfor
High Cost Support for Non-Rural LECs, June 8, 1998.

“Reply Comments of Consumers Union and the Consumer Federation of America, before the
Federal Communications Commission,” In the Matter of Consumer Federation of America,
International Communi cations Association and National Retail Federation Petition
Requesting Amendment of the Commission’s Rules Regarding Access Charge Reform and
Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, Federal Communications
Commission, Docket No. RM 9210, February 17, 1998

“Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” Before
the Federal Communications Commission, Re: Cable TV Rates, December 18, 1997.

L etter to William Kennard, on Behalf of The Consumer Federation of America, Re: Long
Distance Basic Rates, November 26, 1997.

L etter to William E. Kennard, on behalf of the Consumer Federation of America, Re; Proposed
Revision of Maximum Collection Amounts for Schools and Libraries and Rural Health Care
Providers, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 96-45; DA 98-872, May 21, 1998.

“Reply Comments of Consumers Union and the Consumer Federation or America,” In the Matter
of Consumer Federation or America, International Communications Association and
National Retail Federation Petition Requesting Amendment of the Commission’s Rules
Regarding Access Charge Reform and Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange
Carriers, Federal Communications Commission, Docket No. RM 9210, February 17, 1998.

“Reply Comments of the Consumer Federation of America,” In the Matter of Application by
Bell South Corporation, Bell South Telecommunications, Inc., and Bell South Long Distance,
Inc., for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Louisiana, Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 97-231, December 19, 1997

Letter to Reed Hundt, on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America, Re: CC Docket NO.
92-237: Carrier Identification Codes, October 15, 1997

“ Statement of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on Behalf of the Consumer Federation of America,” before
the Federal Communications Commission, In Re: Petition of Consumers Union and the
Consumer Federation of Americato Update Cable TV Regulation and Freeze Existing Cable
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L essons From 1996 Telecommunications Act: Deregulation Before M eaningful Competition
Spells Consumer Disaster (Consumer Federation of America, February 2000)

Florida Consumers Need Real Local Phone Competition: air Access To Monopoly Wires s The
Key (Consumer Federation of America, January 2001)

The Real Deal: The Comparative Value of Verizon's L ocal Telephone Rates (New Jersey Citizen
Action, December 2000)

Maryland Consumers Need Real Loca Phone Competition: Fair Accessto Monopoly Wires s
the Key (Consumer Federation of America, December 7, 2000)

Bailing Out Of A Bad Business Strategy: Policymakers Should Not Sacrifice Important Public
Policies To Save AT& T's Failed Business Plans (Consumer Federation of America, October
2000)

Maryland Consumers Need Real Local Phone Competition: Fair Access To Monopoly Wires|s
The Key (Consumer Federation of America, December 2000)

The Real Deal: The Comparative Value Of Verizon's Loca Telephone Rates

Setting The Record Straight From A Consumer Perspective On Verizon's Radical Rate
Restructuring Proposal (Citizen Action, October 2000)

Disconnected, Disadvantaged and Disenfranchised (Consumer Federation of Americaand
Consumers Union, October 11, 2000)

Open Access Phase Il (Consumer Federation of America, July 13, 2000)

Who Do You Trust?AOL And AT& T ... When They Challenge The Cable Monopoly Or AOL
AndAT&T. When They Become The Cable Monopoly?, (Consumer Federation of America,
Consumers Union and MediaAccess Project, February 2000)

Monopoly Power, Anticompetitive Business Practices and Consumer Harm in the Microsoft Case
(Consumer Federation of America, December 1999)
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K eeping the Information Superhighway Open for the 21¢ Century (Consumer Federation of
America, December 1999)

Creating Open Access to the Broadband Internet: Overcoming Technical and Economic
Discrimination in Closed, Proprietary Network (Consumer Federation of America, December
1999)

The Consumer Harm Caused By The Microsoft Monopoly: The Facts Speak For ThemselvesAnd
They Call For A Stern Remedy (Consumer Federation of America, November 1999)

A Consumer Perspective On Economic, Social And Public Policy Issues In The Transition To
Digital Television: Report Of The Consumer Federation Of America To People For Better
TV (Consumer Federation of America, October 29, 1999)

Transforming the Information Superhighway into a Private Toll Road: Ma Cable and Baby Bell
Efforts to Control the High-Speed Internet (Consumer Federation of America, October 1999)

Transforming the Information Superhighway into a Private Toll Road: The Case Against Closed
Access Broadband Internet Systems (Consumer Federation of America and Consumer
Action, Sept. 20, 1999)

Breaking the Rules: AT& T’'s Attempt to Buy a National Monopoly in Cable TV and Broadband
Internet Services (Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union and MediaAccess
Project, Aug. 17, 1999)

Electricity Restructuring and the Price Spikes of 1998 (Consumer Federation of Americaand
Consumers Union, June 1999)

Economic Evidence in the Antitrust Trial: The Microsoft Defense Stumbles Over the Facts
(Consumer Federation of America, March 18, 1999)

The Consumer Cost of the Microsoft Monopoly: $10 Billion of Overcharges and Counting
(Consumer Federation of America, MediaAccess Project and U.S. PIRG, January 1999)

The Digital Divide (Consumer Federation of America and Consumers Union, February 1999)

The Consumer Case Against the SBC-Ameritech Merger (Consumer Federation, et. al, January
20, 1999)

The Consumer Case Against Microsoft (Consumer Federation of America, October 1998)

The Need for Telephone Lifeline Programs in New Jersey: An Update (Center for Media
Education and the Consumer Federation of America, July 1998)

The Residential Ratepayer Economics of Electric Utility Restructuring (Consumer Federation of
America, July 1998)

Competition in Local Markets: Is the Glass 98 Percent Empty of 2 Percent Full (Consumer
Federation of America, February 17, 1998)

Consumer Issuesin Electric Utility Restructuring (Consumer Federation of America, February
12, 1998)




Two Years After the Telecom Act: A Snapshot of Consumer Impact (Consumer Federation of
America, January 21, 1998)

Stonewalling Local Competition: The Baby Bell Strateqy to Subvert the Telecommuni cations A ct
of 1996 (Consumer Federation of America, January 1998)

The Need for Telephone Lifeline Programs in Kentucky (Kentucky Youth Advocates and Center
for Media Education, October 1997)

Money for Nothing: The Case Against Revenue Replacement in the Transition to L ocal Exchange
Competition: A Consumer View of the Gap Between Efficient Prices and Embedded Costs,
American Association of Retired Persons, Consumer Federation of America, Consumers
Union, January 1997

Low Income Children and the Information Superhighway: Policies for State Public Service
Commissions After the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Prepared for the Alliance for South
Carolina's Children, January 1997

A Consumer Issue Paper on Electric Utility Restructuring (American Association of Retired
Persons and the Consumer Federation of America, January, 1997)

Excess Profits and the Impact of Competition on the Baby Bells, Consumer Federation of
America, September 1996

Universal Service: An Historical Perspective and Policiesfor the 21st. Century, Benton
Foundation and the Consumer Federation of America, August 1996

A Consumer View of Missouri Telephone L egislation: House Bill 1363 Would Mandate
Consumer Overcharges and Telephone Company Excess Profits, Consumer Federation of
America, March 20, 1996

Evolving Notions of Universal Service (Consumer Federation of America, October 18, 1996)

Economic Concentration and Diversity in the Broadcast Media: Public Policy and Empirical
Evidence, December 1995

Federal Deregulation and Loca Telephone and Cable TV Rates: Rate Shock in the 1980s and
Prospects in the 1990s, November 1995

Basic Service Rates and Financial Cross-Subsidy of Unrequlated Baby Bell Activities: The
Importance of Effective Competition for Local Service Before Deregulation of Profits and
Cross-Ownership, October, 1995

Federal Policy and Local Telephone and Cable TV Rates: Rate Shock in the 1980s and Prospects
for the 1990S, October 1995

M ergers and Deregulation on the Information Superhighway: The Public TakesaDim View:
Results of a National Opinion Poall, September 1995

Transportation, Energy, and the Environment: Balancing Goals and Identifying Policies, August
1995

Competition and Consumer Protection in the Florida Telecommunications L egislation, Prepared
for the Florida Office of the People’'s Counsel, April 1995
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The Meaning of the Word Infrastructure, June 30, 1994

Protecting the Public Interest in the Transition to Competition in Network Industries, June 14,
1994

L ocal Exchange Costs and the Need for A Universal Service Fund: A Consumer View, May 1994

Milking the Monopoly: Excess Earnings and Diversification of the Baby Bells Since Divestiture,
February 1994

A Consumer Road Map to the Information Superhighway: Finding the Pot of Gold at the End of
the Road and Avoiding the Potholes Along the Way, January 26, 1994

Consumers with Disabilities in the Information Age: Public Policy for a Technologically
Dynamic Market Environment, 1993

Selling Information Services During 800 and 900 Number Calls: The Need for Greater Consumer
Protection, October 2, 1992

The Economics of Deregulation and Reregulation in the Cable Industry: A Consumer View,
September 1992

Developing the Information Age in the 1990s: A Pragmatic Consumer View, June 8, 1992

Divestiture Plus Eight: The Record of Bell Company Abuses Since the Break-up of AT&T,
December 1991

Public Opinion About quality, Self-Dealing and Billing for Ancillary Medical Tests, October 17,
1991

A Consumer Perspective on Direct Billing: The Next Step in Reforming the Market for Ancillary
Medical Services, July 1991

Clearing the Air on Airline Deregulation, May 22, 1991

Transmission Planning, Citing, and Certification in the 1990s: Problems, Prospects and Palicies,
August 1990

Airport Pricing of Accessfor Off-Premise Auto Rental Companies:. The Growing Pattern of
Abuse, April 24, 1990

Expanding the Information Age for the 1990s: A Pragmatic Consumer Analysis, January 11, 1990

Public Opinion About Health Care Purchases: Cost, Ease of Shopping and Availability, April 27,
1989

Bailing Out the Savings and L oans Who Bears the Burden Under Alternative Financing
Approaches, March 9, 1989

Divestiture Plus Five: Residential Telephone Service Five Years After the Breakup of AT& T,
December 1988

Airport Fees for Auto Rental Companies: A Consumer Perspective, June 1988,

Public Opinion About Deregulation and Regulation in the Transportation and Communications
Industries, May 1988
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Telecommunications Policy Regarding Deregulation, May 1988

Universal Telephone Servicein Ohio: A Review of Recent Evidence, November 12, 1987

The Role of Natural Gasin Solving the Clean Air Problem: Reconciling Consumer and
Environmental Interests, April 19, 1988

A Residential Consumer View of Bypass of Natural Gas L ocal Distribution Companies, February
1988

Reforming the Interstate Commerce Commission: Getting the Facts Straight, February 10, 1988
Divestiture Plus Four: Take the Money and Run, December 1987

The Telecommunications Needs of Older, Low Income and General Consumers in the Post-
Divestiture Era, October 1987

Bulk Commodities and the Railroads After the Staggers Act: Freight Rates, Operating Costs and
Market Power, October 1987

The Benefits of the M odernization of the Tort Law in the Context of the Social Movement for
Improved Safety and Quality in the National Economy, September 1987

The Potential Costs and Benefits of Allowing Banksto Sell Insurance, February 10, 1987
Confusion and Excess Cost: Consumer Problems in Purchasing Life Insurance, January 21, 1987

The National Energy Security Policy Debate After the Collapse of Cartel Pricing: A Consumer
Perspective, January 1987

Divestiture Plus Three: Still Crazy After All These Years, December 1986

Low Income Households in the Post Divestiture Era: A study of Telephone Subscribership and
Usein Michigan, October 1986

The Costs and Benefits of Exclusive Franchising: The Case of Malt Beverages, September 17,
1986

Punitive Damages in Product Liability Cases: Setting the Record Straight, September 1986

Local Rate Increases in the Post-Divestiture Era, Excessive Returns to Telephone Company
Capital, September 1986

Trendsin Liability Awards: Have Juries Run Wild, May 1986
Farm worker Demographics, National and State Planning Packages, May 1986

Sorry Wrong Numbers. Federal Agency Analyses of Telephone Subscribership in the Post-
Divestiture Era, February 1986

The Energy, Economic and Tax Effects of Oil Import Fees, October 25, 1985

The Great Train Robbery: Electric Utility Consumers and the Unregulated Rail M onopoly Over
Coal Transportation, Overview, The Rail Monopoly Over Bulk Commadities, A Continuing
Dilemmafor Public Policy, August 1985
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Industrial Organization and Market Performance in the Transportation and Communications
Industries, July 1985

Ringing Off the Wall: An Alarming Increase in Residential Phone Rates, 1984-986, May 12, 1985
Divedtiture: One Year L ater, December 19, 1984

The Bigger the Better: The Public Interest in Building a L arger Strategic Petroleum Reserve, June
12, 1984

The Consumer Economics of CWIP: A Short Circuit for American Pocketbooks, April, 1984

Public Preference in Hydro Power Relicensing: The Consumer Interest in Competition, April
1984

Concept Paper for a Non-profit, Community-based, Energy Services Company, November 1983

Deregulation of the Dairy Industry, November 1983

The Consumer and Energy Impacts of Oil Exports, April 1983

Up Against the Consumption Wall: The Impact of Rising Energy Prices on Lower Income
Consumers, March 1983

A Decade of Despair: Rising Energy Prices and the Living Standards of L ower Income
Americans, September 1982

The Impact of Rising Energy Prices on the Delivery of Public Service by Local Governments,
August 1982

The Impact of Rising Energy Prices on the Low |ncome Population of the Nation, the South, and
the Gulf Cost Region, July, 1982

A Comprehensive Analysis of the Impact of a Crude Oil Import Fee: Dismantling a Trojan Horse,
April 1982

The Past as Prologue | I: The Macroeconomic Impacts of Rising Eneragy prices, A Comparison of
Crude QOil Decontrol and Natural Gas Deregulation, March, 1982

The Past as Prologue |: The Underestimation of Price Increasesin the Decontrol Debate, A
Comparison of Oil and Natural Gas, February 1982

Oil Price Decontrol and the Poor: A Social Policy Failure, February 1982
Natural Gas Decontrol: A Case of Trickle-Up Economics, January 1982

Meal Production Costs in School Food Kitchens: An Economic Analysis of Production Processes
and Efficiencies, December 1981

A Comprehensive Analysis of the Costs and Benefits of Low Income Weatherization and Its
Potential Relationship to Low Income Energy Assistance, June 1981

Summary of Market Inhibitors, February 1981

Program M odels and Program M anagement Procedures for the Department of Energy’s Solar
Consumer Assurance Network Project: A Rapid Feedback Evaluation, February 1981
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AnAnalysis of the Economics of Fuel Switching Versus Conservation for the Residential Heating
QOil Consumer, October 1980

Energy Conservation in New Buildings: A Critique and Alternative Approach to the Department
of Energy’s Building Energy Performance Standards, April, 1980

A Study of Program Management Procedures in the Campus-based and Basic GRANTS
Programs. Final Report, March 1980

The Basics of BEPS: A Descriptive Summary of the Major Elements of the Department of
Energy’s Building Energy Performance Standards, February, 1980

A Study of Program Management Procedures in the Campus-based and Basic Grants Programs:
Site Visit Report, December 1975

A Comparative Evaluation of Operation Breakthrough, Chapter 3, August 1975
Judaging the Merits of Child Feeding Programs, 1975
A Comparative Evaluation of Ongoing Programsin Columbia, Kenya, and the Philippines, 1974
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Trevor R. Roycroft
51 SeaMeadow Lane
Brewster, MA 02631
508-896-0151
trevor@roycroftconsulting.org
www.roycroftconsulting.org

Education

Ph.D., Economics, University of California, Davis, 1989.
M.A., Economics, University of California, Davis, 1986.
B.A., Economics, with honors, California State University, Sacramento, 1984.

Fields of Specialization

Industrial Organization and Regulation
Public Finance
Economic History

Experience

I ndependent Consultant, June 1994 to present. Provideseconomic and policy research and analysis
for clients. Presentsexpert testimony in state and federal venues. Performseconomic and statistical
studies of market conditions. Matters addressed include pricing plans, market structure analysis
and competition, alternative regulatory frameworks, productivity growth, service quality, cost
calculations, cost allocation, cost modeling, network unbundling, capital costs, wireless markets,
and broadband policy. Dr. Roycroft has aso provided expert testimony on economic damages.

Associate Professor, J. Warren McClure School of Communication Systems Management, Ohio
University, September 1994 to November 2004. Granted tenure, Spring 2000. Conducted graduate
and undergraduate coursesin regulatory policy and law, and the economics of the telecommunications
industry, as well as general education courses covering telecommunications technology, markets,
policy, and the social impact of communications technology. Conducted research with afocus on
thetelecommunicationsindustry. Provided academic advising to graduate and undergraduate students
withinthe school and acrossthe university. Served on department, college, and university committees.

Interim Director, J. Warren McClure School of Communication Systems Management, Ohio
University, July 2000 to June 2002. Responsibilitiesincluded: program planning, evaluation, and
assessment; recruiting faculty and staff; managing fiscal resources; administering the School’s
curriculum; and establishing and maintaining rel ationshipswith internal and external constituencies
of the school.

Chief Economist/Acting Chief Economist/Assistant Chief Economist/ Principal Economist, Indiana
Office of Utility Consumer Counselor, May 1991 to June 1994. Conducted research and prepared




testimony, cross examination, and legal briefsto be presented before the Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commissionin maor casesinvolving gas, water, electric, and telecommunications utilities. Prepared
anaysis and commentsto be presented before the Federal Communi cations Commission. Advised
Director of Utility Analysis and the Utility Consumer Counselor on policy issues; assisted in
formulation of policy. Coordinated technical analysis in mgor cases. Presented agency policy
positions to outside groups. Supervised Economics and Finance Staff of eight professionals.
Reviewed and provided extensive analysis of Economics and Finance Staff testimony.
Experience (continued)

Visiting Assistant Professor, Kenyon College, September, 1989 to May, 1991. Conducted courses
in Introductory Economics (Macro and Micro), Economics of the Public Sector, Industrial
Organization, and Economic Development in the Third World. Rendered college service on award
and hiring committees.

L ecturer, CaliforniaState University, Sacramento, Fall 1987, academic year 1988. Conducted courses
in Intermediate Microeconomic Theory, Introductory Macroeconomic and Microeconomic Theory.

Teaching Assistant, University of California, Davis, 1985-1988. Assisted the professor in conducting
courses in Introductory Macroeconomic Theory, Introductory Microeconomic Theory, and Public
Finance.

Publications

“E-Auctioning: The U.S. Federal Communications Commission and Spectrum Management.” Ari-
Veikko Anttiroiko and Matti Makia, eds. Encyclopedia of Digital Government, forthcoming.

“Empirical Analysisof Entry inthe L ocal Exchange Market: the Case of Pacific Bell.” Contemporary
Economic Policy, Vol. 23, No. 1, January 2005.

“Internet Access.” Johnson, D. ed. Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications,
Academic Press, April 2003.

“Internet Subscription in Africa: Policy for a Dual Digital Divide.” (With Siriwan Anantho.)
Telecommunications Policy, Vol. 27, Nos. 1-2, February/March 2003.

“The Impact of State and Federal Alternative Regulation Plans on the RBOCs—a State Level
Anaysis.” in Telecommunicationsfor the 21% Century. Special issue of The International Journal
of Development Planning Literature. William Baumol and Victor Beker eds. Vol. 16, Nos. 1 & 2,
January and April 2001.

“Trouble Reports as an Indicator of Service Quality: The Influence of Competition, Technology,
and Regulation.” (With Martha Garcia-Murrilo.) Telecommunications Policy, Volume 24, No. 10,
November, 2000.

“The Telecommunications Act—L aw of Unintended Consequences?’ Public Utilities Fortnightly,
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Volume 138, No. 3, February 1, 2000.

“Alternative Regulation and the Efficiency of Local Exchange Carriers—Evidence from the
Ameritech States.” Telecommunications Policy, Volume 23, No. 6, July, 1999.

Publications, Continued

“The Billy Goats Gruff. A Fairy Talefor the Third Anniversary of the Telecommunications Act of
1996.” Info: The Journal of Policy, Regulation and Srategy for Telecommunications, Information
and Media, Volume 1, No. 2, April, 1999.

“A Dynamic Model of Incumbent LEC Response to Entry Under the Terms of the
TelecommunicationsAct of 1996.” Journal of Regulatory Economics, Volume 14, November, 1998.

“MaBéll’sLegacy: Timefor a Second Divestiture?’ Public Utilities Fortnightly. Vol 136, No. 12,
June 15, 1998.

“The TelecommunicationsAct of 1996: An Unfunded Mandatefor the States.” (With PhyllisBernt.)
Central Business Review, Volume XV, No. 2, Summer 1996.

Reportsand White Papers

“Network Neutrality, Product Differentiation, and Social Welfare. A Response to Phoenix Center
Policy Paper No. 24.” Roycroft Consulting Policy White Paper. May 3, 2006. Available at:
http://www.roycroftconsulting.org/response_to_Ford.pdf

“Network Diversity—A Misguided Policy. A Response to Christopher S. Yoo's ‘ Promoting
Broadband Through Network Diversity’.” Roycroft Consulting Policy White Paper. March 1,
2006. Available at: http://www.roycroftconsulting.org/response_to_Yoo.pdf

“Wireless Consumer Protection: A Model Bill for the States.” AARP Research Center, September,
2003.

“The End of Telecommunications? An Epilogueto Tangled Web: The Internet and Broadband Open
Access Policy.” AARP Research Center, June, 2002.
Availableat: http://research.aarp.org/consume/2002_10 tangled_1.html

“Tangled Web: The Internet and Broadband Open Access Policy.” AARP Research Center, January,
2001. Available at: http://research.aarp.org/consume/d17331_tangled 1.html

Conference Papers

“The Impact of State and Federal Alternative Regulation Plans on the RBOCs—a State Level
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Analysis,” July 1999. Presented at the Western Economic Association International Annual Mesting,
San Diego, California.

“The Billy Goats Gruff. A Fairy Talefor the Third Anniversary of the Telecommunications Act of
1996,” June, 1999. Presented at the Academic Seminar at the 1999 National Cable Television
Association Convention, Chicago, Illinois.

Conference Paper s (continued)

“Alternative Regulation and the Efficiency of Local Exchange Carriers—Evidence from the
Ameritech States.” November, 1998. Presented at the 68" Annual Conference of the Southern
Economic Association, Baltimore, Maryland.

“A Dynamic Model of Incumbent LEC Response to Entry Under the Terms of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.” July 1998. Presented at the Western Economic A ssociation
International Annual Meeting, Lake Tahoe, Nevada.

“Do We have the Bugs Out of Telephone Deregulation?’ April 1998. Presented at the Law and
Policy Division of the Broadcast Education Association, Las Vegas, Nevada.

“TheTelecommunicationsAct of 1996 and Imposed Costsin the Local Exchange Market: A Dynamic
Model of Incumbent Behavior.” September 1997. Presented at the Telecommunications Policy
Research Conference, Arlington Virginia

“Towards an Advanced Information Infrastructure,” August 1995. Presented to the National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissions Annua Regulatory Studies Program at Michigan
State University.

“Sorting, Bonding, and Barriers to Entry: Strategies of the Entry Concerned Firm,” July 1990.
Presented at the Western Economic Association Meetings, San Diego, California.

Additional Presentations

“Broadband Open Access.” Presented to AARP's National Legidlative Council. October, 2000.
Washington, D.C.

“Telecommunications Policy, Markets, and Regulation-Who'sOn First?’ Presented totheMaryland
Office of Peoples Counsel and Maryland Public Service Commission. October, 2000. Baltimore,
MD.

“Broadband Open A ccess-mplicationsfor the Internet and Consumers.” November 1999. Panelist
at the National Association of Utility Consumer AdvocatesAnnual Convention. San Antonio, Texas.

“Validation of Proxy Cost Models.” January 1997. Panel discussant at the Federal Communications
Commission workshops on proxy cost models (CC Docket 96-45).
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“Impact of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 on Telecommunications Managers.” December
1996. Presented to members of the Association of Telecommunications Professionals. Columbus
Ohio.

“Caveat emptor! Local competition, possible effects on prices and the reality of choice.” October
1995. Presented at the Public Information Session on Telephone Competition. Dayton, Ohio.

Additional Presentations (Continued)

“Cost Allocation in Network Industries,” August 1995. Presented to the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissions Annual Regulatory Studies Program at Michigan State University.

“Incremental Cost Methodology in Telecommunications,” June 1995. Presented to the Ohio Office
of Consumers' Counsel.

“Regulatory Issues Connected with the | mplementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,”
August 1993. Presented at the Indiana Bar Association’s Utility Law Section Summer Meetings.

“Consumer Perspectives on the Ameritech Customer’s First Plan,” August 1993. Presented at the
Ameritech Regiona Regulatory Committee Ad Hoc Working Group Meeting.

“Consumer Perspectives on Universal Telecommunications Service,” December 1992. Presented
at the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Workshops on Regulatory Flexibility in
Telecommunications.

Honors

Competitive paper finaist. TheAcademic Seminar at the 1999 Nationa Cable Television Association
Convention, Chicago, Illinois. Paper title: “The Billy Goats Gruff. A Fairy Tale for the Third
Anniversary of the TelecommunicationsAct of 1996.”

Courses Taught

Competition and Market Structure in Network Industries, Ohio University
Communication Regulatory Policy, Ohio University

Applications of Common Carrier Regulation, Ohio University

Introduction to Common Carrier Regulation, Ohio University

Introduction to Communication Systems Management, Ohio University

Consumer Issuesin Communication Systems Management, Ohio University

Topical Seminar (New Technologies and Telecommunication Policy), Ohio University
Topical Seminar (The TelecommunicationsAct of 1996), Ohio University
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Specia Studies in Communication Systems Management, Ohio University
Economics of the Public Sector, Kenyon College

Industrial Organization, Kenyon College

Economic Development in the Third World, Kenyon College

Intermediate Microeconomics, California Sate University, Sacramento
Microeconomic Principles, Kenyon College; California Sate University, Sacramento
Macroeconomic Principles, Kenyon College; California Sate University, Sacramento

Service

Faculty Advisor, University College, Ohio University, 1998-2004

Member, Baker Fund Committee, Ohio University, 2003-2004

Member, College of Communication Curriculum Committee, Ohio University, 2003-2004
Chair, College of Communication Dean’'s Evaluation Committee, Ohio University, 2003-2004
Faculty Advisor, Communication Week, Ohio University, 1994-2002

Faculty Advisor, Students in Communication Systems Management, Ohio University, 1994-1996
Member, University General Education Review Committee, Ohio University, 1998-1999
Member, College of Communication Curriculum Committee, Ohio University, 1998-2000
Member, College of Communication Graduate Committee, Ohio University, 1997-2002
Member, University Calendar Review Task Force, Ohio University, 1996-1997

Member, Outstanding Civil Service Award Committee, Ohio University, 1995-1996

Member, Mathematics Department Search Committee, Kenyon College, 1990-1991

Member, Williams Memorial Award Committee, Kenyon College, 1989-1991

Professional M ember ship
American Economic Association
Ph.D. Dissertation Supervision

“The Examination of Strategic Interactionsin One Local Access Telephone Market, the Effects on
Expected Price for Access and Universal Access.” Judith Ann Molka-Danielsen. School of
Information Sciences, Telecommunications Program, University of Pittsburgh, 1998.

Referee Service

Journal of Regulatory Economics

Telecommunications Policy

Social Science Computer Review

Utilities Palicy

Journal of Economic Sudies

Communications of the Association for Information Systems

6



Expert Testimony Presented

California (On behalf of The Utility Reform Network [TURN])

PUCC Cause No. Title Topic
Application: Verizon/MCI Merger. Market Structure and Market Power.

05-04-020
(August 15, 2005)

Rulemaking Order Instituting Local exchange Competition
05-04-005 Rulemaking to Assess and Palicy.

Direct Declaration and Revise Regulation

(May 31, 2005) of Telecommunications

Reply Declaration Utilities

(September 2, 2005)

Applications: Review of TELRIC Compliance
01-02-024 UNE Rates. of UNE Rates.

01-02-035 Progress of local exchange
02-02-031 competition.

02-02-032

02-02-034

02-03-002

(February 7, 2003 [Reply Declaration])
(March 12, 2003 [Rebuttal Declaration])

Rulemaking Permanent Pricing and Cost Allocation for the
93-04-003 Line Sharing High Frequency Portion of the
Investigation Phasell Loca Loopinthe NGDLC
93-04-002 Environment.

(Phasell)

(July, 2001)

Rulemaking Permanent Pricing and Cost Allocation for the
93-04-003 Line Sharing High Frequency Portion of the
Investigation Phasel Local Loop.

93-04-002

(Phasel)

(June, 2001)



Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission
(On Behalf of Action Réseau Consommateur, et al.)

CRTC Case No. Title Topic
Public Notice Price Cap Review Price cap regulation and productivity
CRTC 2001-37 and Related |ssues growth. Accommodeative entry policy.

(August, 2001)

Colorado (On behalf of AARP)

CPUC Docket No. Title Topic
04A-411T In the Matter of Qwest Analysisof local exchange market.

Corporation Application
(February, 2005) For Service Reclassification
And Deregulation

Kansas (On behalf of the Citizens' Utility Ratepayer Board [CURB])

K CC Docket No. Title Topic

05-SWBT-997-PDR Inthe Matter of SWBT's Analysisof local exchange market.
Application for Price

(May, 2005) Deregulation of Certain
Residential and Business
Services

Indiana (On behalf of the AARP and CitizensAction Coalition of I ndiana)

|URC Cause No. Title Topic
42405 SBC Indiana’s Request for Analysisof local competition,
Alternative Regulation Price Cap Regulation and Productivity
(October, 2003)
41911 Commission’s Investigation Service Quality Performance.
(July, 2001) of Ameritech Indiana Service
Quality
40785-S1, 40849, Approval of Settlement Service quality, Advanced Services
41058 Agreement between Ameritech Deployment, Alternative Regulation.
(January, 2001) And other Parties



Indiana (On behalf of the AARP and CitizensAction Coalition of Indiana, continued)

|URC Cause No.

Title

41058

(August, 2000)

40785-S1
(September, 1999)

40849
(November, 1997)

40849
(September, 1997)

Agreement between Ameritech

And other Parties

Commission’s Investigation
Ameritech Indiana’s Compliance
With Section 254(k) of the
Telecommunication Act

Commission’s Own Motion
On Ameritech Indiana's
Request for Interim Relief

Ameritech Indiana
Request for Interim
Relief

Ohio (On behalf of the Ohio Consumer’s Counsel)

PUCO Case Nos.

Title

05-13050TP-ORD
(December, 2005)
(March, 2006)

02-1280-TP-UNC
(May, 2004)

98-1082-TP-AMT
(December, 1998)

96-899-TP-ALT

Implementation of H.B.
218 Concerning Alternative
Regulation of Basic Local
Exchange Service.

SBC Ohio’'sTELRIC
Costsfor Unbundled
Network Elements

SBC/Ameritech
Request for Approval
of Merger

Cincinnati Bdll

Topic

Cost of Service, Cost Modeling,
Compliance

with 8254(k)of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Economic Cost of Service/
Cost Allocation.

Interim and Permanent Alternative

Regulation/Rate Design.

Interim Alternative Regulation/
Rate Design.

Topic

Existence of entry barriers.
Appropriate competitive test.

TELRIC cost modeling,
Loca Competition.

Sharing of cost saving.
Total factor productivity growth.

Price Cap Regulation/



(December, 1997)  Alternative Rate Rebalancing/
Regulation Rate Design.

Ohio (On behalf of the Ohio Consumer’s Counsel, Continued)

PUCO Case Nos. Title Topic

94-2019-TP-ACE MFSINTELENET Financial, Managerial,

(May, 1995) and Technical Ability to
Provide Local Exchange
Service.

93-487-TP-ALT and Ohio Bell: Incremental Costs/

93-576-CSS Alternative Fully Distributed Costs/

(September, 1994)  Regulation Alternative Regulation.

Maryland (On behalf of the Maryland People’'s Counsel)

MPSC Docket No. Title Topic
8730 Bell Atlantic ISDN pricing and cost of service.

(Rebuttal Testimony) 1SDN Tariff
(November, 1996)  Proposa

8730 Bell Atlantic ISDN pricing and cost of service.
(Direct Testimony)  ISDN Tariff
(October, 1996) Proposal

8715 MCI Request Price Cap

(Rebuttal Testimony) for Alternative Regulation,

(April, 1996) Regulation for Cost Allocation and
Bell Atlantic L oop Cost Recovery.
Maryland

8715 MCI Request Price Cap

(Direct Testimony)  for Alternative Regulation,

(March, 1996) Regulation for Cost Allocation and
Bell Atlantic L oop Cost Recovery.
Maryland

Washington (On behalf of Public Counsel Section of the Washington Attorney General)
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WUTC Docket No. Title

UT-050814
(September, 2005)

Verizon/MCI Merger

Topic

Market Structure and Market Power.

Merger Conditions.

Indiana (On behalf of the Indiana Consumer Counselor)
*Testimony prepared, but not filed dueto case settlement.

|URC Cause No.

Title

40611
(June, 1997)

39853
(March, 1994)

39705
(January, 1994)

39474

(May, 1994)
39755
(September, 1993)
39718

(August, 1993)

39475
(March, 1993)

38269-4
(February, 1993)

39369
(February, 1993)

Ameritech IndianaApproval
of Statement of Generally
Available Terms

Teleport Communications Group

of Indiana, Inc.

Indiana Bell Telephone

Indiana Payphone Association v.
IndianaBell Telephone

GTE North Inc./GTE
Intelligent Network
Servicelnc.

Ameritech Advanced Data
Services

Indiana Payphone Association

IntralL ATA Toll Compensation

IURC Investigation into
Access Charge Parity

11

Topic

Analysisof TELRIC studies.

Authority to provideintraLATA
and interLATA Private Line
Services.

Alternative Regulation/
Competition/Infrastructure
Deployment/Imputation.

I mputation/separate subsidiary.

Divestiture of Assets/Palicy.

Affiliate Relationships.

Dial-Around Compensation.

Toll Rate Deaveraging.

Access Charge Parity/Recovery
of Non-Traffic-Sensitive
Costg/Policy.



39618
(January, 1993)

39385
(October, 1992)

IURC Investigation into
Special Access Collocation

IndianaBell Telephone:
Competition and Pricing
Flexibility

Collocation Palicy.

Evaluation of Competitionin
Dedicated Communications
Market/Policy.

Indiana (On behalf of the Indiana Consumer Counselor, continued)

|URC Cause No.

Title

39353*

39314
(September, 1992)

39221
(January, 1992)

39215
(January, 1992)

39166
(November, 1991)

39164/39165
(October, 1991)

39017+

CommentsFiled

Federal Communications Commission (On Behalf of National Association of Utility Consumer

Advocates)

In the Matter of Federa-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-45. Affidavit

Indiana Gas Company

Indiana Michigan Power Co.

American Telecommunications

Corporation

Indiana American Water Co.

Indiana Cities Water Co.

Ohio Valley Gas Corp.

IURC Investigation into
IndianaBell Earning

12

Topic

Temperature Normalization
Tracker/Demand Side

M anagement/Reproduction Cost
of Rate Base/Capital Costs.

Clean Air Act Amendments
/Demand Side Management.

Financia Viability.
Reproduction Cost of Rate
Base/Capital Costs.

Reproduction Cost of Rate
Base/Capital Costs.

Reproduction Cost of Rate
Base/Capital Costs.

Reproduction Cost of Rate
Base/Capital Costs.



addressing application of forward-looking economic cost methodol ogy to rural ILECswith 100,000
or more access lines. (December 14, 2004.)

Federal Communications Commission (On behalf of AARP)

In the Matter of Inquiry into High-Speed Access to the Internet Over Cable and Other Facilities.
GN Docket No. 00-185, FCC No. 00-355. “Tangled Web: The Internet and Broadband Open
Access Policy.” (January 10, 2001).

I ndiana Utility Regulatory Commission (On behalf of the Indiana Consumer Counselor)

A Comprehensive Approach to Local Exchange Competition in Indiana (October, 1995).
CommentsFiled (Continued)

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (On behalf of the Indiana Consumer Counselor,
continued)

Comments of the Office of the Office of Utility Consumer Counselor to the Telecommunications

Regulatory Flexibility Committee (1993).

New York Public Service Commission (On behalf of Independent Telephone Companies
[NYNEX and Rochester excluded])

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine | ssues Related to the Continued Provision of
Universal Service andto Develop aRegulatory Framework for the Transition to Competitioninthe
Local Exchange Market: “Comments on Compensation Arrangements Related to Module 2” (April,
1995).

Maine Public Service Commission (On behalf of Independent Telephone Companies[NYNEX
excluded])

Inquiry Into the Provision of Competitive Telecommunications Services (Chapter 280), Docket 94-
114: “Reply Commentsto the "Preliminary Proposal for aRevision and Restructuring of the Access
Charge Provision of Chapter 280™ (June, 1995).

Federal Communications Commission (On behalf of the Indiana Consumer Counselor)

Comments of the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor on the Ameritech Customers First
Plan (1993).

Reply Comments of the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor on the Ameritech Customers
First Plan (1993).

June 2006
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